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Abstract 

This paper is a critical review of faculty peer evaluation (FPE) scheme 

adopted by a private higher education institution (PHEI) in Oman. The 

purpose is to identify the points of weakness in this scheme, and then to 

propose an alternative model of peer evaluation (PE). This model is built on 

the discrepancies routed in the available version of (PE), and on the 

different ideas proposed by scholars interested in quality assurance and 

faculty performance evaluation. The whole process of faculty evaluation at 

the (PHEI) is reviewed with due emphasis on the analysis of (FPE). 

Relevant literature has been surveyed where the methodology adopted, and 

the findings are highlighted.  

The points of drawbacks elicited in the current model are: (i) it is a one-

dimensional version constructed on rating scale only with a complete 

ignorance to the criteria on which evaluation is based, (ii) it shows low degree of 

coverage since many important areas relevant to teaching quality are neglected, 

(iii) questionnaire items are  inadequately and improperly arranged, and (iv)  

the rating resulted from this model is of  a  high degree  of subjectivity. 

The suggested version  is characterized by the following: (i) it is more 

comprehensive where five major areas relevant to faculty performance are 

covered; teaching, research, institution service, adherence to bylaws and 

regulations, and contribution to community service, (ii) It is evidence-based 

in that the response scale is governed by the evaluator's knowledge of the 

item being responded to, (iii) it is a multi-functional version since it can be 

used for formative, summative, and other types of faculty evaluation, (iv) it 
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leads to more reliable and objective peer rating, and (v) it provides 

sufficient data that can be implemented in different evaluation areas.  

The paper is concluded by a number of recommendations and suggestions 

for further studies.  
 

لمراجعت اداء اعضبء هيئت التذريس طريقتًبوصفهب تقييم الاقران   

دراست نقذيت   

 محمذ احمذ عبذ الستبر السبمر د.

 جبمعت البصرة -كليت الاداة -قسم اللغت الانجليزيت
 

 تـــالخلاص

تؼذ ُذٍ الْسقت دساست ًقذٗت لغشٗقت تق٘٘ن اداء اػضبء ُ٘ئت التذسٗس بْسبعت اقشاًِن ّالوغبقت فٖ 

ًقبط  ازذٓ هؤسسبث التؼل٘ن  الؼبلٖ الخبص فٖ سلغٌت ػوبى. ّتِذف ُزٍ الذساست الٔ تسذٗذ

شذ الضؼف فٖ ُزٍ الغشٗقت, ّهي ثن اقتشاذ اًوْرج بذٗل لتق٘٘ن الاقشاى. ٗتسن الاًوْرج الوقت

( اًَ اكثش شوْل٘ت ز٘ث تن تغغ٘ت خوست هدبلاث هتؼلقت ببداء ػضْ ُ٘ئت 1: )ت٘ت ببلوْاصفبث الا

ٖ خذهت التذسٗس: التذسٗس ّالبسث ّخذهت الوؤسست ّالالتزام ببللْائر ّالاًظوت ّالوسبُوت ف

ببلفقشة التٖ  ( تؼتوذ ػول٘ت التق٘٘ن ػلٔ الذل٘ل ار اى دسخت التق٘٘ن تشتبظ بوؼشفت الوق٘ن2الودتوغ. )

( اًَ اًوْرج هتؼذد الاغشاض ٗوكي استؼوبلَ لتغْٗش اداء ػضْ ُ٘ئت التذسٗس 3. )ٌِب ٗد٘ب ػ

ٓ هي تق٘٘ن اداء ّاغشاض التشق٘ت ّالاستوشاس فٖ الخذهت ) هؤسسبث القغبع الخبص( ّاًْاع اخش

( ْٗفش ُزا الاًوْرج 5( اًَ ٗؤدٕ الٔ ًتبئح اكثش هصذاق٘ت ّهْضْػ٘ت. )4ػضْ ُ٘ئت التذسٗس. )

هٌِب فٖ هدبلاث تق٘٘ن هختلفت.                                                   ب٘بًبث كبف٘ت ٗوكي  الاستفبدة  

                                                                     

ABBREVIATIONS 

AACP               The American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy 

BPRS                Brass Performance Rating Scale 

CFES                Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System 

FPE                   Faculty Peer Evaluation 

FPR                   Faculty Peer Review 

HEPs                 Higher Education Providers 
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IT                       Instructional Technology 

NGOs                National Goal Organizations 

PE                      Peer Evaluation 

PER                   Peer Evaluation Reports 

PHEI                 Private Higher Education Institution 

PR                      Peer Review 

QAD                  Quality Assurance Department 

SET                    Student Evaluation of Teaching 

WTRC               Walker Teaching Research Centre 

WWU                 Western Washington University 
 

1.Introduction 

   Evaluating teaching performance has recently become a common practice 

for higher education providers ( HEPs). It is regularly carried out for 

formative and summative purposes. These providers seek to maintain 

student enrollment in the face of the great competition among higher 

education institutions, and to raise the level of their output to meet the 

demanding challenges of the labour market. The feedback obtained from 

this practice is considered a major criterion to grant tenure to higher 

education staff, and as a feedback to enhance classroom performance ( cf. 

Menges, 1985; Osborne, 1998). 
 

    Peer evaluation (PE) as a means of evaluating faculty performance first 

appeared in the scene in the early 199os ( Berk, 2005). It was the product of 

the views advocated by Boyer (1990) and Rice (1991) in their attempt to 

redefine scholarship. They considered teaching  a scholarly activity; 

therefore, it should be subjected to the same restricted peer review (PR) 

applied to published research in a refereed journal. They state that college 

professor should follow a number of steps as a part of his scholarship 

activity: conducting a comprehensive up-to-date review of literature, 

developing content outlines, preparing a syllabus, choosing the most 

appropriate print and nonprint resources, writing and/ or selecting handouts, 

integrating instructional technology (IT) support(e.g. audiovisuals, 
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website), designing learning activity, and constructing and grading 

evaluation measures. 

    Due to the discrepancies of using a single method of evaluating teaching 

effectiveness, the current trend of evaluation moves toward the direction of 

a multi-source evidence where comprehensive models are proposed (cf. 

Braskamp and Ory, 1994; Middendrof and Kalish, 1995; Marsh and Roche, 

1997;Seldin and Associates, 1999; Arreola,2004; Knapper and Cranton, 

2001,  Berk,op.cit.). Accordingly, evaluation is based on a variety of 

sources  to attain a multi-dimensional validity. These sources include 

student ratings, peer ratings, self evaluation, class observation,  student 

interviews, exit and alumni ratings, administrator rating, employer ratings, 

learning outcomes, teaching scholarship, etc. However, our literature 

navigation reveals that greater emphasis was given to student and peer 

ratings rather than self-evaluation, alumni ratings, administrators ratings 

and others.   
 

    Incorporating a number of data sources of teaching performance 

contributes to broaden and deepen the evidence base used to evaluate 

teaching quality ( Arreole, op.cit.; Cranton,op.cit.). Other scholars ( e.g. 

Marsh and Roche, op.cit.) justify the need for the multi-dimensional sources 

of teaching evaluation to the heat debate concerning the shortcomings of 

students' evaluation that dominated the area for decades. They also maintain 

that teaching is a complex activity which consists multiple dimensions 

(p.1187). 
 

   (PR) of teaching takes two forms; peer observation of in-class teaching 

performance and (PR) of the written documents used in the course ( Berk, 

op.cit.: 50). The former requires a rating scale which covers those aspects of 

instruction that peers are better qualified to measure than students. 

According to Berk et al. (2004), the relevant scale items include the 

instructor's content  knowledge, teaching methods, learning activities, etc.  
 

     The application of (PE) for formative and summative purposes has been  

criticized for  many drawbacks. Bergee (1993), for example, states the 
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following discrepancies: lack of knowledge of the evaluator on which he 

bases his judgment on a particular peer, judgments are often made via 

unstated criteria that differ from one evaluator to another, and different 

peers in different cognitive and social contexts measure a given scientific 

contribution rather differently. Keig and Waggoner ( 1995) point out other 

shortcomings: non clarity of the freedom given to the academic institution 

in conducting (PE) , who will be the best representative for evaluation, 

typicality of what is evaluated, lack of criteria of objectivity of assessment, 

lack of criteria for institution's reward and incentives, and dissatisfaction of 

the faculty in the suggested areas for improvement.  
 

   This paper critically reviews the mechanism of (PE) adopted by a private 

higher education institution (PHEI) in Oman. The aim is to point out the 

drawbacks, if any, and to suggest a new version for (PE) in this institution. 

Our review will be conducted in view of the literature routed in the area of 

faculty evaluation. It is hoped that the suggestions offered by the researcher 

together with the recommendations contribute to enhance the effectiveness 

of (PE) activity in this academe. Findings might be of significance to those 

interested in quality assurance and teaching enhancement as well.                                                         
 

2- Literature review 

         Studies on faculty (PE)  mostly revolve around reviewing the 

strategies adopted in this type of performance assessment. They mainly 

intend to identify the effectiveness of these strategies in enhancing staff 

instructional potentialities. Many scholars are in favour of applying well-

stated criteria that guarantee valid and reliable evaluation results. Other 

scholars propose a variety of models for evaluating staff performance. Their 

ultimate goal is to find a compromise and a comprehensive review model. 

The variables affecting (FPE) have their touches on the available literature. 

Other research work shed light on the factors lying behind faculty peer 

review (FPR) .  
 

     Berger (1993 ) compares the efficacy of peer and self-evaluation of 

applied music skills performed by university students. University faculty 
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members evaluate live brass jury performances implementing an author-

constructed Brass Performance Rating Scale (BPRS). Peer- group rate the 

same performances using the same scale. The main conclusions are: the 

high correlation between faculty and peer-group evaluations ( .86-.91), and 

the low correlation of self-evaluation which makes it a less reliable 

technique.                                               

   In ( 1995), Keig and Waggoner propose a theoretical framework of 

collaborative 

(PR). They review the arguments concerned with the effectiveness of the 

two types of instructional evaluation, namely, formative and summative.  

    They admit that collaborative (PR) should offer the opportunity for 

faculty to learn how to teach more effectively, to practice new techniques 

and approaches, to get regular feedback on their classroom performance, 

and to get feedback from their colleagues. For them, the core of (PE) is 

developmental rather than critical.  

      They propose that (FPR) should involve the following techniques; 

classroom observation, videotaping of classes, evaluation of course 

materials, an assessment of the instructor evaluation of the academic 

achievement of students, and analysis of teaching portfolios. 

     Middendrof and Kalish ( 1995) review the common methods of (PR), 

showing the urgent need of (PE) of teaching as a result of the increasing 

pressure from the public regarding the validity of this practice. They state  

that many universities and departments consider (PE) a complementary 

assessment procedure to students' evaluation. However, they point out that 

other people think that classroom observation for tenure and promotion 

decisions is the best technique, adding  that unfortunately the available 

literature on classroom observation reports that this type of evaluation is 

neither valid nor reliable. On the other hand, they criticize the rarity of studies 

on the effectiveness of ( PE) of course materials.  

      They conclude that if (PE) is intended for tenure or promotion purposes, 

it should be based on clearly articulated criteria. They consider these 

criteria as the starting point that results in consistent (PE).  
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      The efficacy of formative and summative evaluations of faculty 

teaching is investigated by Cavanagh ( 1996). He stresses on the fact that 

both types of review should be subjected to rules, criteria, and standards so 

as to identify the effectiveness of teaching. These criteria are decided via 

peer conversation among members of a scholarly unit. The intrinsic aim for 

the criteria agreed upon is, he thinks, to clarify the expectations for  

curriculum design, teaching methodologies, and the potential learning outcome.  

     Implementing (PR) in the assessment of faculty research work is an area 

of interest elicited in the literature. For example, Meho and Sonnenwald( 

2000) investigate the correlation between commendation ranking and ( PE)  

in assessing senior faculty research performance. In addition to the data 

delivered by the referees regarding (PE) of research work, these two authors 

depend on two additional sources; commendation content analysis and book 

review content analysis. The paper is built on two main questions; To what 

extent does commendation ranking correlate with data from citation content 

analysis, book reviews, and peer ranking?, Is commendation ranking a valid 

evaluative indication of research performance of senior faculty members? 

   Among the prominent results of this work are: the validity of using            

    commendation  data to evaluating  research performance of  senior staff, 

peer ranking performs similarly for higher –ranked and lower –ranked 

senior scholars, the need for additional evaluation method and measures 

that take into account the context of research, and evaluation based on peer 

ranking is significantly influenced by the level of knowledge and research 

biases of the evaluators. 

   In ( 2002), Hansen presents a description of (PE) system adopted by 

Western Washington University (WWU). He reviews two types of 

evaluation; accountability (judgmental model), and assessment (non-

judgmental model). The first is conducted for judgment purposes where the 

teaching ability of the professor is evaluated, and the second is made for the 

intention of self-correction rather than accountability. In his view, the 

second model represents the best practices of faculty (PE). This is  

because it is built on multi-mode of input. Three evaluation sources are 

evaluated here;   frequent observations, departmental presentations, and 
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students' feedback. He adds that this form is preferable due to the fact that it 

is rooted in an atmosphere of trust. 

   Arreola (2004), among other scholars, suggests a comprehensive faculty 

evaluation system. This system requires integrating the technical 

requirements needed in evaluation with the  political process of building 

consensus around shared values. Such evaluation, he believes, implies 

systematic observation of relevant faculty performance to decide the degree 

to which that performance is in alignment with the educational institution's 

values and needs.  

   To build that system, eight steps are needed; determining the faculty role 

model, identifying the parameter values of that model, defining all roles in 

the faculty role model in terms of documentable achievements, products of 

performance, defining roles component weights, determining appropriate 

source of information, determining source and source impacts weight, 

determining how information from each source should be gathered, and 

designing or selecting appropriate forms of data gathering.  

    A comprehensive survey of the common strategies used to evaluate 

teaching effectiveness  is carried out by Berk ( 2005). He conducts an 

analytical study of 12 strategies including (PE) ,student rating, peer rating, 

self-evaluation, videos, student interviews, alumni rating, employer rating, 

teaching scholarship, teaching awards, learning outcome measures, and 

teaching portfolios.  

   Berk (ibid.) is in favour of adopting a multi-source of evidence to ensure 

an accurate and reliable base for both formative and summative evaluations, 

suggesting that this multiple-model is built on the strong points of all 

evaluation strategies so as to compensate for the discrepancies of any single 

strategy. He justifies this necessity by the complexity of measuring the act 

of teaching, and the variety of the sources and tools employed to offer the 

required evidence to perform this process. He proposes a number of national 

benchmarks as a guide for defining and measuring effective teaching. 

   The American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy ( AACP) ( 2006) 

establishes a model for (PE). This model is designed by a (PE)  task force 

with a goal of enhancing faculty teaching. It has been developed after an 
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access to extensive literature, internet searches,  extensive input and 

training at similar academic institutions, and extensive input and training at 

a centre of effective teaching. The model consists of a revision of the 

lecture syllabus, handouts, teaching pedagogy, multi-reviewers classroom 

observations, and a review of students' assessment. The implication for this 

version is that a reliable and a valid (PE) method should enhance teaching 

effectiveness in large classroom setting, and to contribute to faculty development. 

   Recently ( 2009) Ackerman et al. conduct a comparative study to explore 

the perceptions of university faculty regarding two forms of teaching 

evaluation; Student Evaluation of Teaching ( SET), and Peer Evaluation 

Reports ( PER). The  

core of this study is to decide who are the real experts in judging teaching 

quality. They conclude that an integration technique of evaluation gives 

better results. They uphold the view that (SET) and (PER) provide 

complementary feedback from different perspectives. The authors also 

highlight the advantages and disadvantages of both techniques. 

    Another model of (PE) was devised in (2009) by the Centre for Learning 

and Professional Development ( CLPD) at the University of Adelaide, 

Australia. This model is based on the criterion that the peer evaluator has to 

give a description of the basis of his knowledge to the faculty being 

evaluated. It  is built on six questions relevant to six teaching areas; overall 

education, scholarship in teaching, quality of the administration of teaching, 

formal regulatory matters, the assessment of student learning, and 

contribution to curriculum development and evaluation. The peer evaluator 

has to respond to each question via a response scale ( where the options 

outstanding, competent, and very poor are given), and an open-ended 

comment. The model ends with a space given for any further comments that 

could be given about the quality of the  faculty members' teaching.  

   The Department of Extension at Ohio University ( DEOU) suggested an 

approach for (PE) in ( 2009). The approach is primarily a narrative one with 

qualitative data that is used as a foundation to foster a faculty member's 

teaching. The  report takes a form of a letter forwarded to the reviewed staff 

member by the reviewer. By no means, the reviewer should provide copies 
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of the letter to others. The areas that are reviewed  include curriculum 

choice and development, how faculty member promotes learning, faculty 

member's preparedness, methods for instruction, and student evaluation. 

The reviewed instructor receives the letter of evaluation within three weeks 

after the observation. On his part, the reviewer should provide an oral 

preliminary report within 24 hours after the observation.                                                          

      The criteria suggested by this approach are: the faculty member should 

select the peer evaluator, peer evaluators should be volunteers, at least one 

peer evaluator should make an evaluation to the evaluated staff member the 

following year to determine his progress, and the faculty member under 

evaluation can submit 3-5 specific questions to the peer evaluator prior to 

the evaluation.                                         

       Lately (2009) Walker Teaching Research Centre (WTRC) suggests 

performance criteria for faculty member that could be incorporated as a part 

of (PE) system. These criteria fall into three categories: instructional 

process, interpersonal relations, and professional responsibilities. The 

category includes a number of standards such as demonstrating evidence of 

lesson planning, showing knowledge of curriculum and subject matter, 

using effective teaching techniques and strategies, exploiting instructional 

time effectively, evaluating student's progress effectively, etc. 

       Interpersonal relationship has one main standard; demonstrating 

positive interpersonal relations with students and academic staff. Some of 

the professional responsibilities standards are: following the policies of the 

institution, handling confidential information ethically, keeping personal 

interests and problems separate from professional responsibilities and 

duties, and assuming responsibilities outside the classroom. 
 
 

3- Research Questions 

    The current paper explores the following questions:  

1- What are the schemes implemented by the (PHEI) to evaluate 

faculty's performance? 

2- What are the discrepancies of the current (PE) scheme? 
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3- What is the degree of subjectivity in the existing ( PR) model? 

4- How can the suggested (PR) model minimize the drawbacks of the 

existing (PR) practice? 
 

4- Method and Procedure 

       This paper is mainly based on reviewing the related literature, and on a 

critical analysis of the (PR) policy adopted by the (HPEI). The 

questionnaire used to evaluate peers' performance is reviewed with a focus 

on the weak points elicited. Related statistics of two departments are 

critically highlighted. These statistics are  selected as samples to attain 

feedback about the ratings obtained. 
 

5- Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness  by the (PHEI) 

    Teaching performance is evaluated in the (PHEI) by different techniques; 

student ratings, peer ratings, and department chairman evaluation. Student 

rating is conducted by means of a two-section questionnaire distributed at 

the end of the semester. The first section, which consists of 17 items, is 

devoted to measure student's satisfaction with the course, and the second is 

allocated to judge the efficiency of the course instructor through 18 items 

(Appendix 1). The scale used in both sections is a five-option one; strongly 

agree, agree, undecided, disagree, strongly disagree.  

   Staff members are informed through the department's chairman 

individually ( in an informal way) to have an access to the questionnaire's 

ratings. Critical issues revealed by the questionnaire, particularly those 

concerned with course content, course difficulty, teaching techniques and 

supplementary materials used, textbook substitution, assessment 

procedures, modifying study plans, are usually approached within 

departmental sessions. Ad hoc committees are sometimes formed to remedy 

crucial situations. Final decisions are taken  by departments' councils. 

Points related to adapting study plans ( especially elective courses) are 

discussed within the scope of the institution's bylaws. 

   To achieve a comprehensive view regarding teaching effectiveness, the 

(PHEI) adopts the other methods mentioned above. Department's chairmen 



Journal of the College of Arts. University of Basrah              No. ( 65 )      2013 

 

 (54 ) 

usually write evaluation reports forwarded to the Dean at the end of the 

academic year. These reports are used for tenure purposes. A chairman 

sometimes conducts a class visit (a class observation) to get feedback about 

the staff performance. (PE)  is carried out via a questionnaire distributed to 

the peer's colleagues. The peer is evaluated by all  teaching staff members 

in the department.  
 

6- A Review of Peer Evaluation Schemes in the (PHEI) 

             Apart of its faculty evaluation procedures, the Quality Assurance 

Department (QAD) at the (PHEI) distributes a (PE) questionnaire at the end 

of the academic  year. The rating resulted from this questionnaire is mostly 

used for tenure purposes.    

              The questionnaire is made up of  12 items where each item is 

rated against a five–  grade scale ( 1-5) ( Appendix 2). The first two items 

are instructional eliciting  feedback about the peer's practical contributions 

in the department activities, and his  capability to develop the  

         department. Item number three is a professional one  seeking the 

potentiality of the peer to act in the department and college environment.  

Item 4 and 5 are interpersonal asking  whether the peer is cooperative, and  

having an  influential personality. Items 6,7,8,9 are professional. Item 6 

seeking information  about the peer's desire to enhance the department.  

         Item 7 elicits feedback about the  peer's knowledge of his role as a 

teaching staff member. In item 8, a feedback about  the peer's initiative to 

take instant decisions is investigated. Item 9 inquires about the  peer's 

knowledge of the institution's bylaws. Item 10 inquires about the  peer's 

productivity in academic research. The last two items are interpersonal. 

Item 11 inquires about the  peer's interpersonal relation with the 

department general staff.  Last item (12) is  about the peer's neatness. 
 

 

 

7- Questionnaire Analysis 

               As stated above, the questionnaire consists of 12 items eliciting 

information about  three areas; instructional, interpersonal, and 

professional. These items are not   arranged properly where a state of 



Journal of the College of Arts. University of Basrah              No. ( 65 )      2013 

 

 (55 ) 

overlapping is clearly observed. Poor wording of  some items results in 

vagueness of the intended concept of evaluation. A number of items ( 1,2,6 

, 5 and 12) almost signify similar ideas. Instructional questions  about 

scholarship in teaching, quality of the administration of teaching (including  

course planning, course monitoring and assessment arrangement, and the 

related systems of feedback of the course content ), teaching methodology, 

exploiting the  necessary supporting materials,  assessment of students' 

learning, the peer' contribution to curriculum development and evaluation, 

course profile, etc. are totally ignored. The major professional area  related 

to  adherence to the college  bylaws and regulations is another point that is 

not clearly included in the  questionnaire.  

             Broadly speaking, the questionnaire is not criterion based. The 

evaluation made does not accurately reflect the evaluator's knowledge of 

the faculty being evaluated. Therefore, expectation of bias is highly 

predicted. This is due to the effect of the   lack of knowledge, friendship, 

and power effect.  

              The questionnaire should include a brief outline of the basis from 

which the  evaluator makes his evaluation. A reference has  to be made to 

the period of time the evaluator has worked with this person , and the 

contexts in which they work together. Insufficient knowledge about the 

staff member being evaluated will definitely affect the objectivity and 

reliability of the rating  of the questionnaire.  
 

               The items of the questionnaire should be dealt with in two ways; 

via a response scale and-open ended comment. The areas included in the 

questionnaire should be  explained clearly where a  brief summary is given 

below each area. After approaching the scale of each item, the evaluator has 

to write a comment showing   the criteria or the basis on which the 

judgment on that area is made.  
 

               The questionnaire is  analyzed by obtaining the mean value for 

each item. The average of all mean values is then calculated. The 

percentage is obtained by treating   this average ( Table 1 and 2). 
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8- Overview of the PHEI Peer Ratings  

(Table 1) 

A Summary of the Mean Values and Percentages of the Questionnaire 

Items as Scored in Department A
*
 

  Mean Values and Percentages 

# Item 
First 

Peer 

Second 

Peer 

Third 

Peer 

Fourth 

Peer 
Fifth 

Peer 

Sixth 

Peer 
Average 

Percent

age 

1 

Has practical 

contributions in the 

department activities 

4.4 4.8 4.2 4.6 4 4.4 4.4 88% 

2 

Is competent to 

develop the 

department 

4.8 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.6 4.5 90% 

3 
Is able to act in the 

department and college 

environment 
4.6 4.6 4.2 4.4 4 4.8 4.33 89% 

4 
Is cooperative with 

his colleagues 
5 4.8 4.2 4.8 4.2 5 4.66 93.3% 

5 
Is with influential 

personality 
4.2 4.8 4.4 4.4 3.6 4.2 4.26 85.33 

6 
Has desire to 

enhance department 
5 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.6 4.56 91.33% 

7 
Is knowledgeable of his 

role as a teaching staff-

member 
5 4.8 4.6 5 4.8 5 4.86 97.33% 

8 

Is initiative with 

instant decision-

making capability 

4.2 4.4 4.8 4 4.2 4.6 4.36 87.33% 

9 

Be acquired with the 

college, and the 

sources and 

opportunities offered 

by local community 

4.6 

 
4.6 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.53 91% 

10 

Academically 

productive (regarding 

research) 
4.4 4.2 4.6 4 3.4 3.4 4 80% 

11 
Is cooperative with the 

department's officials 4.8 4.8 4.4 5 4.6 4.8 4.73 95% 

12 
Is organized person and 

encourages others to be 

organized 
4.8 4.6 4.2 4.6 4.6 5 4.63 93% 

             Average  4.65  

93% 

4.61 

92.3% 

4.4 

88% 

4.55 

91% 

4.18 

83.6% 

4.58 

91.6% 

4.48 

89.7% 

90% 

* For confidentiality and privacy, the departments  concerned are referred to as 

Department  A and Department B. 
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   In order to get an overview on the statistics obtained by the peer's review 

questionnaire, ratings of two departments have been treated. Two 

representative departments have only been selected due to the 

inaccessibility of data. This points in the direction of one aspect of the 

limitation of the current study. The average and percentage scored by each 

peer have been calculated together with the average and percentage of each 

item. For ease of presentation and consistency, the data has been distributed 

within two separate tables.  

    Broadly speaking, the ratings of table (1) ( Scores of six peers including 

the chairman) are very high in that the average of the whole items reads 

(4.48) with a percentage of  ( 90). Four staff members register above ninety 

( 91%, 91.6%, 92.3%, and 93%). The highest rating of these ( 93%) was 

obtained by the chairman. The other two peers got above eighty ( 83.6% 

and 88%). 

The item that registers the highest rating ( 97.33%) is the one which is 

relevant to the staff 's knowledge of their roles as college professors. This 

rating is too much and points out a high level of subjectivity, simply 

because it lacks any sort of evidence. On the other hand, this item shows that the 

available teaching staff is an ideal. 

   Items 4,11, and 12,which are interpersonal also score high ratings, 

(93,3%, 95%, and 93%), respectively. They give strong evidence that the 

staff in general is very cooperative and organized. Other items that also read 

high rating are 2, 6, and 9. The percentages obtained are ( 90%, 91%,33%, 

91%). These ratings offer the feedback that most staff members have the 

desire to improving the department, and acquired with the college and the 

sources offered by the community. These ratings are still high lacking any 

sort of evidence. 
 

   The remaining items read above 80 . They are items ( 1,3,5,8, and 10). 

The percentages scored are (88%, 89%, 85.33%, 87.33%, and 80%). As it is 

evident, the lowest rating was registered by item ( 10) which is concerned 

with research production. Once again, these conclusions are subjectively based 

with no evidence.  
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(  Table 2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

   Table (2) outlines mean values and percentages of peer review at another 

department. Seven peers including the chairman are involved in this 

process. The mean value of the whole items is ( 4.13) with a percentage of 

(83%). The mean values are generally less than the ones scored by sample 

(1). However, they are relatively high and do not represent the actual 

situation. The highest rating once again is scored by the chairman ( 92.3%). 

This could be interpreted in terms of face saving and power effect.  
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   Five peers register above ( 80%), whereas one peer scores ( 78%). The 

items that read the highest ratings are (11) and ( 12) ( 90% and 88%). They 

give the feedback that most staff members in this department are responsive 

and organized. The next two items are 4 and 7   ( 88% and 86%). They 

show that most staff members are knowledgeable about their roles as 

academics, and acquired with the college environment and the opportunities 

offered by the social community. 

   Items ( 1 ) and ( 6) read (83%) each. They provide positive feedback that 

the majority of the staff at this department have practical contributions to 

enhancing the department. Item (2) also scores good rating ( 80%). It falls 

within the area of the competency to developing the department.  

  The next rating is scored by item  8 ( 78%). It reveals a great contradiction 

with the other items of interpersonal implications. According to this rating, 

academic staff is less initiative with instant decision-making. The lowest 

percentage is attained by item 10 (75%). It shows that staff members are 

less productive in academic research. However, this rating is not evidence-based. 

   These discrepancies strongly necessitate a model that avoids all types of 

drawbacks, so that  peer evaluation is evidence-based. 

9- The Suggested Model 

     To build a comprehensive faculty evaluation system ( CFES) that can be 

applied by the (PHEI) and by other  (HEPs),  the researcher had  surveyed  

the respective systems routed in (PE) literature. It is a compromise of the 

current system advocated by the ( PHEI) ,and a  

variety of models suggested by other scholars ( Appendix 3). However, we 

have adapted many elements of these models to have a certain contribution 

in this area, and to leave our  

touches in the resulted system. This includes adding many areas of 

evaluation, and modifying the layout of the questionnaire. The ultimate goal 

of proposing this model is to avoid the gaps elicited in the applied model, 

and to enhance the effectiveness of (PE) schemes. The system is primarily 

designed for personnel decisions. 

    The devised version( questionnaire) is criterion-based. It is mainly 

constructed on the peer evaluator knowledge of the faculty being evaluated, 
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and is organized on two main building blocks; response scale, and open-

ended comment. The first step followed was to determine the faculty roles 

where five major areas are covered; teaching, research, institution service, 

formal regulatory matters, and community service. 

   The questionnaire is introduced with a brief account of the intended 

objectives, and the instructions to the peer evaluator. These instructions 

offer clear idea on how to approach the questionnaire's items. The evaluator 

is requested not to attempt any item if no sufficient knowledge is available. 

The rates given are  adequately described. Within the instruction page, the 

evaluator has to provide brief knowledge of the faculty being evaluated. This 

includes the period and the contexts where both members have worked together. 

   Fifteen items are included in the questionnaire, the first seven of which 

are relevant to discipline scholarship. They elicit information about 

instructional issues. Item (8) deals with research productivity. Items (9) and 

(10) elicit feedback on the faculty's awareness and adherence to the 

institution's regulations and bylaws. Item (11) reveals information about 

institution's service. Questions ( 12,13, 14) are of personal nature. The last 

question is about community service. The questionnaire is concluded by a 

space for other comments provided by the evaluator. 
 

10- Conclusion 

    To sum up, evaluation of faculty performance is a part of higher 

education institutions schemes to enhance teaching process, and to respond 

to the pressures imposed by quality assurance requirements to compete with 

counterpart institutions. Nobody ignores the significance of this activity; 

however, the way evaluation is carried differs from one institution into 

another depending on the purpose of evaluation ( formative or summative), 

and procedures of evaluation. Generally speaking, literature review clearly 

points out that the widely-accepted trend of evaluation goes for a multi-

source evidence approach. 

   (PR) has been considered  an important channel of faculty performance 

evaluation. In most cases, it occupies the second rank after students' rating. 

Precisely, It has been viewed by many specialists as complementary to 



Journal of the College of Arts. University of Basrah              No. ( 65 )      2013 

 

 (61 ) 

students' ratings. The procedures used to conduct this type of judgment 

show great variation. Emphasis was placed on basing (PE) on well-

established criteria to obtain better  results and to eliminate crucial factors 

in evaluation,  

particularly subjectivity, effect of personal ties, and administration power. 

  As stated earlier, the model of (PE) applied by the (PHEI) has many 

drawbacks that negatively affect the intended objectives of evaluation, and 

that may lead to non-objective and unreliable evaluation ratings. The crucial 

inadequacy is that it is one-dimensional model. It was built on rating scale 

only, with complete ignorance to the criteria of  

evaluation. Many important areas relevant to teaching quality are neglected. 

Questionnaire items are not properly arranged. 

   The suggested model is a more comprehensive one via covering the major 

areas relevant  

to the faculty. It is criterion-based where the response scale is checked  

against the evaluator's knowledge of the item being responded to. In case 

where the criteria used are neither valid nor satisfactory, the rating of the 

item is canceled. The open-ended comment and the further information 

provided  by the evaluator can be used as a document for evaluation and as 

a feedback for further summative judgment. The rating obtained by this 

version contributes to better objective and reliable evaluation conclusions. 
 

11- Recommendations 
    Based on the literature routed in the area of the current study, and as 

feedback of the so far mentioned conclusions, the following recommendations 

are proposed: 
1- Activating  (PE) results so seriously in a way to improve the negative areas  

in the faculty performance, and to reinforce the positive ones.  

2- Negative areas should be followed up immediately after evaluation 

where a volunteer or assigned staff member, or the department 

chairman takes action to remedy the situation. 

3- To arrive at a comprehensive feedback of faculty performance, a 

multi-source of data should be gathered, particularly students' rating, 

classroom observation, and self-evaluation. 
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4- The faculty should be urgently informed by the results of (PE) both 

verbally and via written reports or letters. 

5- (PE) mechanism has to be constantly revised by the academic 

departments, and the Quality Assurance Department to cope with the 

updated trends in (PE). 

6- Professional bodies in quality assurance and evaluation should be 

involved in the planning and implementation of (PE) measures. 

7- Clear criteria for (PE) should be  articulated and included in the 

evaluation scheme. 

8- Areas for improvement in faculty performance should be seriously 

reconsidered.  Ad hoc committees are required here to  critically 

study the situation to propose the urgent actions 

9- Adopting sophisticated statistical analysis is of immense significance 

to get more accurate and more useful evaluation results. 

10- Documents used in (PE) have to be kept on hard and soft copies to 

be included within quality assurance literature, and the academic 

departments data-base. 

12-Suggestions for Further Studies  

The following are proposals for future studies in the area of (PE).  

1- Investigating the correlation between students' rating and peers' rating.  

This may support the final assessment and to contribute to solid 

evaluation. 

2- Eliciting Peer evaluators' trends in evaluation is a good area of 

research. This may result in conclusions regarding the intention of 

the evaluator, his seriousness, and the psychological motives 

standing behind evaluation. 

3- A critical review of (PE) schemes in private higher education 

institutions is of a great research value. Such review may highlight 

many areas of improvement in the  

mechanism of faculty performance evaluation. 

4- A focus should be given to neglected areas of (PE)  research. In this 

regard, areas such as course content, teaching techniques, students' 

assessment, programme  

revision and updating, and contribution to the local society are good 

to be approached.  
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Appendix (1) 

Course and Tutor Evaluation Questionnaire 

Adopted by the (PHEI) 

Course Title        Course No.  

Course Tutor  Semester  

Major      Academic Year  
 

 

Your View is Very Significant 

  This questionnaire is designed in two sections. The objective behind the 

questionnaire is to elicit  cognitive and developmental feedback regarding the 

course you are studying now. This feedback contributes to developing the 

teaching syllabus in alignment with the scientific, technological, and social 

developments. The questionnaire also seeks information about your evaluation 

to the course tutor. This evaluation ( which is valuable for the tutor and the 

department as well) involves both learning and educational areas. Please, read 

each item carefully, and tick the proper rating honestly. Your cooperation is 

highly appreciated. 
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Appendix ( 2) 

The (PHEI) Peer Evaluation Questionnaire 
 

The following questionnaire aims to evaluate the below mentioned teaching 

staff-member. Please respond to each item according to the scale given.      

Name   

Rank  

Department  

Scale 

     5= very important 

   4= important 

   3= undecided 

   2= unimportant 
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   1= very unimportant 

# Item 1-5 

1 Has practical contributions in the department activities  

2 Is competent to develop the department  

3 Is able to act in the Department and College environment  

4 Is cooperative with his colleagues  

5 Is with influential personality with his colleagues  

6 Has desire to enhance department  

7 Is knowledgeable of his role as a teaching staff-member  

8 Is initiative with instant decision – making capability  

9 Be acquired with the college, and the sources and 

opportunities offered by local community 

 

10 Academically productive ( regarding research, articles, 

conferences, etc.) 

 

11 Is cooperative with the department's officials  

12 Is organized person and encourages others to be organized  

 The following is calculated by the committee ( 

Department Head + Quality Assurance Member) 

 

                                          Total  

                              Average ( Total\ 12)  

                             Average % ( Average X 20)  
 

 (Appendix 3) 

The Suggested Peer Evaluation System 
 

This questionnaire is intended to evaluate the teaching quality  of the 

academic staff  at our institution.  The feedback you give is complementary 

to the data we obtain from the Students' Evaluation, Questionnaire. The 

information  provided remains confidential.  

Your evaluation should reflect your knowledge about the faculty being 

evaluated. In case when you feel unsure, or you have no knowledge about 

the item concerned, please leave it blank.  
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              Faculty Name ………………………………………….  

Name of Peer Evaluator ………………………………………... 

Instructions to the Peer Evaluator: 

At the bottom of this page, you are kindly requested to brief your 

knowledge about the staff member being evaluated. In the remaining pages, 

you are given 15 questions. Your answer to each question is two-folded. 

First, you have to circle the rate you choose from the scale rate given. Later, 

an open-ended comment on the basis of evaluation is provided. In case, 

when you have no sufficient knowledge about any questionnaire item, 

please leave both parts blank and go to the next item. 

Outstanding rate  means the instructor has superior skills and knowledge, 

and excels in the performance of teaching. Competent rate implies that the 

instructor has sufficient skill and knowledge, and adequately performs his 

teaching. Very poor rate indicates that the instructor has inadequate skills 

and knowledge, and is not competent in the performance of teaching.  
 

Knowledge of the Faculty 

Please, outline briefly your knowledge to the instructor being evaluated. A 

reference should be made to the period you have worked with this person, 

and the contexts where you have worked together.  

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

1- How would you rate this person's effectiveness as a university teacher? 

Outstanding            Competent           Very Poor 

          7       6       5       4       3       2         1 

EvaluationBasis: 

………………………………………………………………………………  

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 
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1- Is he competent in preparing course material? 

Outstanding          Competent             Very Poor 

           7     6       5       4       3       2        1  

EvaluationBasis:…………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

3-Does he practice his scholarship in his discipline, understanding of 

learning  and teaching principles? 

Outstanding            Competent             Very Poor 

           7       6       5       4        3       2       1 

 EvaluationBasis:  ………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

 4-Does he adopt modern methods in teaching? 

Outstanding           Competent               Very Poor 

           7      6       5        4       3         2        1 

EvaluationBasis: …………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

5- Is he competent to  assess his students?  

     Outstanding          Competent          Very  Poor 

                7        6     5       4       3     2      1 

EvaluationBasis: …………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

6- Is he efficient to revise and develop the teaching  programme? 

Outstanding            Competent             Very  Poor 

            7        6      5       4       3        2        1 

EvaluationBasis: …………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 
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7- Is he competent to develop the department? 

Outstanding             Competent              Very Poor 

           7          6      5       4       3         2         1 

EvaluationBasis: ………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 
8- Is he academically productive ( regarding research, articles, conferences, etc.)? 

Outstanding           Competent                 Very Poor 

           7       6     5         4       3           2          1 

EvaluationBasis:  ………………………………………………….………. 

………………………………………………………………………………

……………….………………………………………………………………

……………………………….………………………………………………                  

 

9- Is he aware of the college bylaws and regulations? 

Outstanding        Competent        Very Poor  

           7       6     5       4       3     2      1 

EvaluationBasis……………….……………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………….……………………………………………

………………………………………………….…………………………… 

 10-Does he adhere to the college policies and regulations? 

Outstanding       Competent       Very Poor 

           7       6      5      4      3      2      1 

EvaluationBasis: …….............................................................................…… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

11- Is he competent to develop the college? 

Outstanding       Competent        Very Poor 

           7       6       5      4      3      2      1 

EvaluationBasis: …………………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………… 

12- Is he initiative with instant decisions? 
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Outstanding       Competent       Very Poor 

          7        6        5      4      3     2     1                                           

EvaluationBasis:……………………………………………………………

……….………………………………………………………………………

……………………….……………………………………………………… 

……………………….……………………………………………………… 
13- Is he cooperative with his colleagues and the college administrative staff? 

Outstanding       Competent        Very Poor 

          7         6        5        4      3     2    1 

EvaluationBasis: …………………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………… 

14- Is knowledgeable about quality assurance and evaluation schemes? 

Outstanding       Competent       Very Poor 

         7        6        5       4      3      2       1 

EvaluationBasis: ……………………………………………………..…… 

………………………………………………………………………………

………………..………………………………………………………………

………………..……………………………………………………………… 

15- Does he contribute to community service through teaching, research 

work, and consultancy? 

Outstanding       Competent       Very Poor 

         7       6          5      4       3       2      1 

EvaluationBasis:  …………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………

………………..………………………………………………………………

………………………..……………………………………………………… 

Any Other Comments? 

If you have further information about this staff member, please state them 

below. This information contributes to better evaluation of this person. It 

may include your knowledge about the committees he has worked in, the 

conferences and symposiums he has contributed in, his role in developing 

the college curriculum, his contribution to the local society as a whole and 

to the National Goal Organizations ( NGOs), etc. 

                                     Thank you four your cooperation 

 


