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The assesment and evaluation of academic members in faculties in a systematic way is
a crucial issue because higher education institutions put a large emphasis on a
transparent, efficient and successful management. This study aims to conduct a mixed
(quantitative and qualitative) research about the expectations of Education Faculties’
academic members about a performance evaluation approach and the obstacles to such
an evaluation system. Convergent parallel mixed method design has been preferred as
research model. “Expectations from performance assessment” subscale and “barriers
to performance assessment” subscale have been used as data collection tools which are
developed by Tonbul (2008). Independent Samples t-test and ANOVA are used for
analysis of quantitave data; and content analysis is used for analysis of qualitative data.
As a result of this study, it is found out that academic members have a moderate level
of expectations from a performance evaluation approach. The highest expectations
belong to assistant professors while the lowest belong to professors. The mostly agreed
expectations of academic members from a performance evaluation approach are found
to be “developing a consensus about the criteria of an effective academician, affecting
professional development of academic members positively and increasing workload of
academic members”. The most frequent obstacles to a performance evaluation
approach emerged as “current organizational mechanism of higher education
institutions” and “workload of faculty academic members”. The scores of both
expectations and obstacles significantly differ depending on “taking academic incentive,
work experience in higher education, academic title and satisfaction level of
academicians from their institutions”. As a result of qualitative analysis, there emerge
many themes and codes related to a performance evaluation system. In “Attitude
Towards Performance Approach” theme, the most frequent codes appeared to be
“adopters, doubters”. In Academicians’ Priorities theme, the codes emerged as
“research and publications, evaluation of quality of instruction, advisory for
undergraduates and postgraduates”; In Positive Effects theme, the codes emerged as
“motivation, financial support, search of quality”; In Negative Effects theme, the codes
emerged as “intra-institutional rivalry, academic dishonesty”; In Obstacles theme, the
codes emerged as “intense workload, lack of instrintic motivation”; and finally In
Suggestions theme, the codes emerged as “more officer employment, institutional
support for academic efforts and research publishings”.

Egitim Fakiiltesi Ogretim Elemanlarinin Performans Degerlendirme
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Ogretim elemanlarinin performansinin sistematik sekilde élgiilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi
ylksekogretim kurumlarinin kalitesi icin 6nemlidir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, gesitli devlet
Universitelerinin Egitim Fakultelerinde gbrev yapan 6gretim elemanlarinin performans
degerlendirme yaklasimindan beklentileri ve performans degerlendirmenin 6niindeki
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Makale Gegmisi: engellere iliskin gorislerinin nicel ve nitel olarak incelenmesidir. Bu arastirma
Gelis 04.10.2018 kapsaminda karma arastirma yontemlerinden yakinsayan paralel karma desen tercih
Diizeltme  25.03.2019 edilmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak Tonbul (2008) tarafindan gelistirilen “Performans
Kabul 18.10.2019 Degerlendirme Yaklagimina iliskin Beklentiler” altdlcegi ve “Performans Degerlendirme

Sisteminin Oniindeki Engeller” altolgegi kullanilmistir. Nicel veriler icin ilisksiz
orneklemler t-testi, ANOVA,; nitel veriler igin igerik analizi tercih edilmistir. Calismanin
sonucunda, Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme vyaklasimiyla ilgili
beklentilerinin orta dizeyde oldugu, performans degerlendirme yaklagimiyla ilgili en
yuksek beklentiye sahip olanlarin doktor 6gretim Uyeleri, en disiik beklentiye sahip
olanlarin ise profesorler oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Performans degerlendirmenin
onindeki en 6nemli iki engelin ise yuksekogretim kurumlarinin mevcut érgitsel isleyisi
ve dgretim Uyelerinin is yiikii oldugu goérilmistir. Performans Degerlendirmeye iligkin
Beklentiler ve Engellerle ilgili puanlar “akademik tesvik alma, g¢alisma deneyimi,
akademik unvan ve kurumdan memnuniyet duzeyi”’ne gore anlaml farkhlk
gostermektedir. Nitel analiz sonucunda ise en sik tekrar eden kodlara bakildiginda ise
Degerlendirmeye Kargi Tutum temasinda “benimseyenler, slpheyle yaklasanlar”;
Akademisyenlerin Oncelikleri temasinda “akademik yayinlar”, “6gretimin kalitesinin
degerlendirilmesi”, “lisans ve lisanststi danigsmanlik”; Olumlu etkileri temasinda
“motivasyon”, “maddi destek”, “kalite arayisi”; Olumsuz etkileri temasinda “kurum igi
rekabet, akademik sahtekarliklar”; Engeller temasinda “yogun is ytiki, igsel motivasyon
eksikligi”; Oneriler temasinda ise “memur istihdami, yayin ve ¢alismalarin kurumca
desteklenmesi” kodlari ortaya gikmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:
Performans degerlendirme,
Yiksekogretimde kalite,
Hesap verebilirlik.

Introduction

Nowadays, many organizations focus on making a systematic performance evaluation of its members
for a transparent, efficient and successful management. In higher education, public or private universities
make effort to produce a reliable evaluation system. The higher education instutions feel the necessity to
identify performance indicators and announce their level of achieving mission and strategies due to a
variety of reasons such as global competitiveness and society pressure for transparency (Hamid, Leen, Pei
& ljab 2008). Especially in competitive environment of 21 century, a better performance evaluation
system creates advantages for universities and it offers opportunities for evaluating their own running
process and members in a more effective way.

When literature is reviewed, it is noticed that there are discussions related to accountability of higher
education institutions. The base of discussions focuses on evaluation of performance of institutions and
making a public announcement of the results involving stakeholders’ views. Also, universities are criticized
for their academic members behaving like ivory towers as a closed society (Glaser, Halliday, & Eliot, 2003).
The criticisms are summarized by Esen and Esen (2015):

e The research conducted by academic members doesn’t focus on societal problems.

e Their studies are too much theoretical.

e Societal resources are wasted in vain (Etzkowitz, Webster, Gebhardt, & Terra, 2000).

e Research are not transformed into communal, and they are conducted esoterically.

e The identities of academicians transform into individuals with constricted autonomy who were
worried about disturbing university or administrative structure (Elton, 1999).

Higher education institutions should not be viewed as unamenable organizations and institutions,
although they function as autonomous. Higher education institutions have the power to influence the
society, economic structure and social life to which they belong. Therefore, instead of being ivory towers,
universities should take science, society and nation together and perform at international quality
standards and feel a conscientious responsibility to prioritize social benefit rather than career
development. Vidovich and Slee (2001) claims that it is necessary to make performance evaluations in
universities for the following reasons:

e accountability to customers (continuous improvement activities for scientific research),
e accountability to government (efficient and productive use of resources),
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e accountability to students and society (providing comprehensive educational experiences,
providing vocational training to improve the quality of life, meeting the labor force needs of the
society).

Since the beginning of 21% century, higher education has gone through significant changes. UNESCO
(2004) makes a list of the global developments which provide new inferences for higher education
institutions: i) the emergence of new education providers such as multi-national companies, corporate
universities, and media companies; ii) new forms of delivering education including distance, virtual and
new face-to-face, such as private companies; iii) greater diversification of qualifications and certificates;
iv) increasing mobility of students, programmes, providers and projects across national borders; v) more
emphasis on lifelong learning which in turn increases the demand for postsecondary education; and vi)
the increasing amount of private investment in the provision of higher education. Considering all these
developments, higher education institutions have the capacity of affecting the society, economic
structure and social life. Therefore, they are expected to make performance at international quality
standards considering science, community and nation altogether instead of being ivory towers and they
are expected to prioritize societal benefit as well as carreer development. Vidovich and Slee (2001)
emphasize that making a performance evaluation in universities is necessary in terms of accountability to
members (sustainable enhancement efforts for scientific research), accountability to government
(efficient and creative use of resources) and accountability to students&society (providing extensive
educational experience, providing professional education for increasing life quality, meeting the need of
society’s workforce).

Performance evaluation in higher education involves a variety of products and processes. In its
essence, performance evaluation indicates the minimum acceptable level in terms of quality and it
provides opportunity for identifying strenghts and weaknesses of individuals and institutions. In this way,
individuals and institutions not only become aware of their weakness, but also recognize at what aspects
they are good at. Batool, Qureshi and Raouf (2010) state that performance evaluation might not include
all dimensions of this concept and performance evaluation of an institution does not mean the same thing
with assessing academic programs, courses or the quality of graduates. They pointed out that
performance evaluation of an institution mean assessing the current situation in terms of the quality and
effectiveness of the institution.

Within the context of this study, performance evaluation in higher education is defined as «assessing
the professional qualifications of academic members related to their instructional roles and their level of
contribution to accomplishing institutional goals. Therefore, a performance evaluation system is
necessary for three purposes: assessing academic members’ a variety of studies such as research,
academic service, instruction and publications, offering them a comprehensive feedback supporting their
self-development and valuing their current performance. Vincent (2010) points out the advantages of a
performance evaluation approach in higher education:

e Development and progression of individuals stand on realistic goals.

e It creates conformity between individuals’ goals and institution’s goals.

e It helps to identify the strengths and weakness of individuals within an organization.
e It works as a feedback mechanism for purpose of enhancement.

¢ It helps to identify which courses and instruction are needed.

¢ It helps the institution to take a major role and responsibility in terms of education, society,
economics and politics.

Tonbul (2008) claims that performance evaluation practices increase the accomplishment level of
institutional goals, help to identify failing issues in organizational process and provide specific data about
the organizational climate and culture’s effect on members; which in turn lead to an increase in
institutional performance. It is seen that organizations become more successful and lasting which make

1301



Giirol YOKUS & Tugba YANPAR YELKEN.— Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(2), 2019, 1299-1339

an effective and functional use of feedback mechanism in processes related to workflow and organization
(Latham & Pinder, 2005). Kalayci (2009) attracts the attention that it is very unlikely to predict success or
failure in higher education without a proper evaluation; however, with evaluation of educational
performances of academic members, it becomes open to criticism by other stakeholders and this situation
is challenging. This issue might result in negative circumstances. For instance, Kim et al. (2016) claim that
a large number of professors put a low emphasis on their role of educator while putting a greater
emphasis on their researcher identity; because faculty evaluation systems are mainly based on research.
In order not to cause negative consequences, performance evaluations should not be done for fulfilling
formality or obligation. This threat is especially valid for public universities funded by government. Kalayci
and Cimen (2012) attract the attention that public universities need quality studies from now on and it
emerges as a necessity for them to perform institutional quality process practices not just for purpose of
formality but increasing quality and standing out in this competitive environment.

The major reasons which encourage universities to make performance evaluation in 21st century
emerge as institutional image and reputation, internationalization and global university rankings. There
are many factors affecting institutional reputation and image. In a report published by Higher Education
Authority (2013), it appears that academic members are closely interested in their field of expertise which
indicates that they are continually following studies which are conducted in litearature review. When it
comes to internationalization, an institution’s including both national and international students and
academic members indicates that it has a global identity and is ready for global competitiveness in global
market (O'Connor et al., 2013). However, the number of students and academic members is not a
sufficient indicator for quality. The quality of academic members and the quality of their teaching
performance should also be assessed because they affect the the quality of education and they are
regarded as assurance for quality control (A¢an and Saydan, 2009).

When literature is reviewed, it is noticed that the most frequently used performance assessment and
evaluation techniques in higher education are Self-Assessment, Key Performance Indicators (KPI), Relative
Evaluation, Appraisal, Six Sigma and Total Quality Management (Caliskan, 2006; Kalayci, 2009; Paige,
2005). All of these techniques might not be appropriate for assessing individual performances of academic
members. For instance, performance comparison technique involves evaluating the current performance
of an individual with performance of another one who is accepted as leader within the same context. This
might not be inappropriate for evaluating academic members’ performance because it is strictly
dependent upon excellence of quality; however, each individual differs from each other in terms of
working style and self-development. Among these techniques, Key Performance Indicators stand out as a
convenient way as an evaluation method in higher education. In KPls, performance indicators are
operationally defined and it is specified which operations constitute a concept.

When current practices are reviewed related to performance evaluation in Turkish higher education,
it is criticized that there is only made a quantitative assessment of academic members’ research and
publications and the evaluation is based on subjective judgements (Esen and Esen, 2015). In this regard,
Council of Higher Education started academic incentive system in 2015 to increase academic members’
motivation in Turkey and to support their academic activities financially (Academic Incentive Grant
Regulation, 2015). Within this academic incentive regulation, the performance of the academic staff is
evaluated by the Council of Higher Education based on their national and international projects, research,
publications, exhibitions, patents received, references to their studies, and academic awards received. As
a result, faculty members who perform sufficient work are financially supported. Apart from academic
incentive, there is a variety of performance evaluations of academic members in Turkish higher education
system such as:

a) Registry system

b) Academic promotion and appointment criteria
c) Questionnaires of Academic Member Evaluation
d) Annual reports
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e) Surveys of Student Views
(Esen & Esen, 2015)

Performance evaluation in higher education is very important in terms of increasing the effectiveness
of the services provided; however, the criteria and reliability of this process are as important. In this
regard, Cakiroglu, Aydin and Uzuntiryaki (2009) state that there are very promising studies which indicate
the reliability of the evaluations made by experienced faculty members and they emphasize that the
following criteria should be taken into consideration during evaluation:

e collecting data from various sources relaed to teaching performance (such as colleagues,
students, advisors, master students, graduates) and in different formats (student assessment
surveys, student interviews, observation results, course materials, student products, etc.),

e clearly identifying evaluation criteria,

e informing about evaluation process,

e informing the assessors on how to make an assessment,

e the candidates not playing an evaluative role,

e random selection of the assessors among those who meet the criteria,

e minimum 3 and maximum 5 members taking part in jury.

The basis of the evaluation of the performance of faculty members is to increase the effectiveness of
universities. There is increasing pressure on national and global universities to systematically perform
performance evaluations due to concepts such as quality, efficiency, effectiveness, accountability. The
reason why education faculties are preferred in this study is that Higher Education Council of Turkey
emphasizes accreditation studies especially in education faculties within the scope of “Bologna Process.
Higher education institutions in Turkey aim to increase their accountability as a quality indicator and
inform the internal and external stakeholders of the current situation. In order to prove that they have
accomplished their mission and vision within this scope, universities carry out performance evaluation
studies of the instructors and present this to the knowledge of the public, students, families, government
and private sector. In the accreditation process carried out in education faculties, it isimportant to identify
academic staffs’ expectations and barriers for performance assessment. Therefore, while performance
evaluation is so important for higher education institutions, research is needed to determine the
expectations of the instructors whose performance is evaluated.

Within the context of this study, there is made a quantitative and qualitative analysis of Education
Faculty academic members’ expectations from a performance evaluation system and the obstacles to
such an evaluation system. The following research questions are attempted to be answered:

1. What are the expectations of academic members in Education Faculties from a performance
evaluation system?

1.1. Do the expectations of academic members from a performance evaluation system differ
depending on following as variables: academic title, academic experience, academic incentive status and
satisfaction from institutions?

2. What are the perceptions of academic members in Education Faculties related to obstacles to a
performance evaluation system?

2.1. Do the perceptions of academic members related to obstacles to a performance evaluation
system differ depending on following variables: academic title, academic experience, academic incentive
status and satisfaction from institutions?

3. What are general views of academic members in Education Faculties related to performance
evaluation system?
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Method

Convergent parallel mixed design has been preferred as research model in this study. Quantitative and
qualitative data were collected simultaneously, analyzed independently and then they were converged in
discussion. There is an equal emphasis on both quantitative and qualitative part in convergent mixed
design and there is made independent analysis and eventually interpretations are made using both data
(Creswell and Plano Clark, 2014). The Figure 1 shows the mixed design used in this research:

Descriptive
statistics

t-test and ANOVA

Qantitative data
L collection and
analysis

nterpretations of
both quantitative

and qualitative
analysis

=
=

Qualitative data Content

Analysis ’

collection and
analysis

Sekil 1. A model for a convergent parallel design in mixed research studies

Participants

The data of this study were collected in 2018 from academic members in Education Faculties in Turkey
including dr. research assistants, assistant professors, associate professors and professors. Participants
are from different regions of Turkey including Marmara, Black Sea, Egean, Mediterranean and East
Anatolia. The instructors who have too much course load are not included in the study group and data are
collected only from the faculty members who completed their doctoral education. Within the context of
this study, convenient sampling technique was used for quantitative data for sample selection and data
were obtained from 104 academic members in six universities who agreed to participate in this research.
For qualitative data, participants were selected with maximum diversity sampling technique for purpose
of collecting all kinds of different views about the current situation which is among purposeful sampling
techniques. Qualitative data were obtained from 50 academic members in Education Faculties.
Quantitative phase includes 25 dr. research assistants, 35 assistant professors, 31 associate professors
and 13 professors. Since convenient sampling is used, sampling is not made according to the department
criteria; but ultimately, 22 percent of participants teach in Science Education Department, 11 percent
teach in Pre-School Education Department, 28 percent teach in Educational Sciences Department and 31
percent teach in Primary School Teaching Department. In qualitative phase, samples include 13 research
assistants, 17 assistant professors, 15 associate professors and 5 professors. Maximum diversity has been
achieved according to academic title and department variable. 20 percent of participants teach in Science
Education Department, 10 percent teach in Pre-School Education Department, 40 percent teach in
Educational Sciences Department and 30 percent teach in Primary School Teaching Department.

Data Collection Tool

In this study, personal information form, “Expectations from Performance Evaluation Approach”
subscale with 4-likert 16 items and “Obstables to Performance Evaluation Approach” subscale with 10
items developed by Tonbul (2008) were used for data collection. Exploratory factor analysis and varimax
rotation were applied for scale development. The internal consistency reliability related to subscale
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“Expectations from Performance Evaluation Approach” was found to be .92, and subscale “Obstables to
Performance Evaluation Approach” found to be .87. The internal consistency of these subscales was
recalculated in this study and reliability of the first subscale appeared as .84 and second subscale as .78.
If Cronbach Alpha Coefficient value - an indicator of homogeneity between scale items- is between .60-
.80, it is an evident of high reliability (Tonbul, 2008). The items in these subscales are accumulated in one
factor and this one factor explains fifty-six percent of total variance.

Also, a questionnaire with open-ended questions was developed for purpose of supporting
quantitative data and making a deeper analysis. A professor from Educational Sciences Department, an
Associate Professor from Assessment and Evaluation Department and a Professor who works as an expert
in higher education quality studies analyzed the questions and made some suggestions. The questions
were revised in light of these suggestions. The final form of questions includes:

2.1. What do you think about making a periodic and data-based assessment of academic members?

2.2. What criteria should be assessed within performance evaluation? Could you order these criteria
according to significance level for you?

2.3. What are the positive and negative consequences of making a performance evaluation of
academic members?

2.4. What are the obstacles to performance of academic members in higher education and what do
you suggest for overcoming these obstacles?

Data Analysis

The equality of variances and normality of data were checked in order to identify the analysis method
for quantitative data. The skewness and kurtosis values ranged from -1 to +1 which indicated that data
distributed normally. Also, sample size was bigger than 50 (N=104); therefore, Kolmogorov Smirnov test
was done for normality of data and it was found not to be significant (p>.05) which was an indicator of
normality. As a result, parametric tests were used in the study. Independent Samples T test was done for
checking whether there was a significant difference between participants in terms of academic incentive
variable. One Way of Variance Analysis (ANOVA) was done for checking whether there was a significant
difference between participants in terms of variables of work experience, academic title and satisfaction
from institution.

Inductive content analysis was done for analyzing qualitative data. Rater reliability agreement
percentages were identified by investigating academic members’ views collected by open-ended
questions. Academic members’ views collected by questionnaire were coded by researcher and one
independent expert. Miles and Huberman (1994)’s reliability formula was used for calculation of
agreement percentages.

Reliability = Agreement/(Agreement + Disagreement)

The interrater-reliability related to all codes identified by two raters was found to be 0.89. It is possible
to assert that reliability is met for data analysis because %80 and above agreement percentage is accepted
as sufficient (Mokkink et al., 2010). In this study, there has been used a variety of validity strategies listed
by Creswell (2003) which are frequently used in qualitative research methods such as “Members’ Check,
“External Audits”, “Rich, Thick Description” and “Chain of Evidence”. The participants were asked whether
the findings of the study reflect their own ideas correctly, an independent expert who had little contact
with the study participants and who knew the method of study was consulted and this study remained as
loyal to the nature of the data as possible with direct quotations.
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Findings
3.1 Findings Related to Expectations From a Performance Evaluation System

The first research question of this study “What are the perceptions of academic members related to
their expectations from a performance evaluation system?” was attempted to be answered. Table 1
presents the general score mean of participants and Table 2 presents the score means depending on
academic titles.

Table 1.

The General Score Mean Related To Academic Members’ Expectations from a Performance Evaluation
System

N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation

General score mean of

104 1 1 2,302 4
Expectation Subscale 0 0 33 3023 43859

In Table 1, when score means of academic members are reviewed, it is seen that their expectations
from a performance evaluation system is not at a high level (X=2,30), it is at moderate level (which means
partially agree). Table 2 presents ANOVA test results which indicate whether academic members’
expectations significantly differ depending on academic titles:

Table 2.

The ANOVA Results Related To Whether Expectations from a Performance Evaluation System Differ
Depending On Academic Title

Standart Sum of Mean of F p Source of Difference
I X Deviation Squares df Squares
Research
Assistant>Associate
Prof.
25 24525 50688 CcLween 3 1,774
h Groups
Regearc 5,321 12’24_000Assistant Prof.
Assistant >Associate Prof.
Associate Prof. >Prof.
Assistant 2,4875 25174
Professor 5
Associate :
Professor 1 21754 44177 Intragroup 14,492 100
Professor 3 1,8173 ,16230 145
Total 1042,3023 ,43859

When arithmetic mean and standard deviation values according to academic titles are analyzed, it is
observed that assistant professors have the highest, on the other hand, professors have the lowest
expectations from a performance evaluation system. As there appears a significant difference between
groups in Table 2, post hoc tests have been used for identifying between which groups the significant
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difference is. As the variances are found not to be equal with “Levene F” test, Games-Howel statistical
method has preferred which works well with unequal groups. As a result of analysis, it is found out that
Research Assistants and Assistant Professors have higher level of expectations than Associate Professors
and Professors.

When subscale is analyzed item by item, it appears that the highest expectations from a performance
evaluation system are:

It creates a consensus on the criteria of being an effective academic member (X =3,42)

It positively affects academic members’ professional development (X =3,27)

It increases workload of academic members ()? =2,40)

It causes tension within institution (X =2,39)

Academic members’ the lowest expectations from a performance evaluation system appear as:
It increases academic members’ motivations (X =1,90)

It contributes to development of a qualified institutional culture (values, attitude towards work,
understanding of responsibility, relationships etc.) (X =1,76)

It helps academic members to get better prepared for their courses (X =1,70)

Table 3 presents the analysis results related to whether academic members’ expectations froma
performance evaluation system differ depending on academic incentive status.

Table 1.

T-test Results Related to Whether Expectations from a Performance Evaluation System Differ Depending
On Academic Incentive Status

N _ Standard ¢
X Deviation P
Academic | take 52 2,43 38 322 ,002
Incentive
No, | don’t 52 2,16 ,45

Firstly, equality of variances are checked with Levene test and significance value in appropriate t
column is accepted. As a result of analysis, expectations from a performance evaluation system
significantly differ depending academic incentive status [t(102)=3,22, p<.05)]. Academic members who
take academic incentive -a financial aid which is given to academic members who produce a certain
number of research and projects- have significantly higher level ol expectations than those who do not.
Table 4 presents the ANOVA results related to whether academic members’ expectations from a
performance system differ depending on work experience.
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Table 4.

The ANOVA Results Whether Expectations from a Performance Evaluation System Differ Depending On
Work Experience

Standard Sum of Mean of Source of
N . f p .
Deviation squares squares Difference
0-5 years> more
than 15 years
Bet -1
0-5years 17 243 51 DCCWeeN oo 3 467 1028 000 010 vears> more
Groups than 15years
11-15 years>more
than 15 years
6-10 years 38 2,43 ,28
11-15years 14 2,51 ,44 1,51 100 15,1
Within
rou
More than 15 35 200 39 group
years
Total 104 2,30 ,43 103

When Table 4 is reviewed, it is clearly seen that the lowest scores of expectations belong to academic
members who have more than 15 years working experience. The mean scores of other three groups are
higher than the mean score of this group at a significant level; but there is no significant difference
between the mena scores of these three groups. Table 5 presents the ANOVA results related to whether
academic members’ expectations from a performance system differ depending on satisfaction level from
their institutions.

Table 5.

The ANOVA Results Related To Whether Expectations from a Performance Evaluation System Differ
Depending On Satisfaction Level from Institution

_  Standard Sum of Mean Source of
N X L d p L.
Deviation squares Square variation
Between Low, Moderate
Low 10 2,70 ,31 5,97 3 1,991 14,383 ,000 > High, Very
Groups .
High
Moderate 35 2,39 ,32
High 42 2,00 47 Within 1008 100
Groups
Very high 17 1,80 ,11
,138
Total 104 2,30 ,43859 103
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In Table 5, there is observed a significant difference between mean scores of groups (p<.05) ; therefore
Games-Howel post hoc test is done due to unequality of variances for identying the source of variation.
As a result of post-hoc test, it is observed that academic members who have low and moderate level of
satisfaction from their institutions have significantly higher level of expectations from a performance
evaluation system than those who have high and very high level of satisfaction from their institution.

3.2 The Obstacles to a Performance Evaluation System

The second research question of this study “What are the perceptions of academic members related
to the obstables to a performance evaluation system?” is attempted to be answered. Table 6 presents the
mean and standard deviation related to scores of academic members.

Table 6.

The General Mean Score of Academic Members Related To the Obstacles to a Performance Evaluation
System

N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation

The Obstacles Subscale 104 2,20 3,80 3,02 57517

When Table 6 is reviewed, it is seen that the mean score of academic members is high (X=3,02), which
mean that academic members agree with the items in this subscale as obstacles to a performance
evaluation system. When it is analyzed item by item, the most frequently agreed obstacles are:

Higher education institutions’ current organizational structure (hieraricical organization, distribution
of authority and responsibilities, autonomy limits of units) X= 3,80

Academic members’ workload X =3,68

Academic members least agree on the following obstacle to a performance evaluation system “cultural
structure (ignoring the problems, personal conflicts, exreme tolerance, discomfort of criticism, lack of
confidence, lack of competitive understanding at Eurapean standards) (X =1,91)

Table 7 presents the anaylsis results related to whether academic members’ perceptions of obstables
to a performance evaluation system differ depending on academic incentive status.

Table 7.

The T-Test Results Related To Whether Academic Members’ Perceptions of Obstacles to a Performance
Evaluation System Differ Depending On Academic Incentive Status

N _ Standard
X deviation P
Academic Incentive  Yes, | take 52 2,14 ,54 5,77 ,000
No, | don’t 52 2,74 ,51

When Table 7 is reviewed, it is seen that academic members’ perceptions of obstacles differ depending
on academic incentive status at a significant level [t(102)=5,77, p<.05)]. Academic members who take
academic incentive have significantly lower perceptions of obstacles to a performance evaluation system.
Table 8 presents the ANOVA results related to whether academic members’ perceptions of obstacles to a
performance evaluation system differ depending on academic title.
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Table 8.

The ANOVA Results Related To Whether Academic Members’ Perceptions of Obstacles to a Performance
Evaluation System Differ Depending On Academic Title

Standard Sum of Mean F p Source of
N X Deviation squares df Square variation
Assistant  Prof.>
Between ;
Research 25 2,98 30181 _ " 7 13089 3 3,696 13508 0pp Keocarch Assistant,
) p Professor
Assistant
Assistant Associate  Prof
Prof. 35 3,42 .36202 >Research Assistant,
Professor
Associate L
Within
31 3,38 .63314 100 ,274
Prof. , Group 27,365 ,

Professor 13 2,96 .83254

Total 3,

104 02 .61101

When Table 8 is reviewed, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference between groups
(p<.05); therefore, Games-Howel statistical post hoc test (for cases of unequal variations) is used for
identifying the source of variation. As a result of analysis, it is observed that the highest scores of obstacles
belong to Assistant Professors and Associate Professors, the lowest scores belong to Research Assistants
and Professors. Table 9 presents the ANOVA results related to whether academic members’ perceptions
of obstacles to a performance evaluation system differ depending on working experience.

Table 9.

The ANOVA Results Related To Whether Perceptions of Obstacles to a Performance Evaluation System
Differ Depending On Working Experience

Standard Sum of Mean F p  Source of
N X Deviation squares df Squares variation
11-15years,
0-5years 17 2,72 51 Between 51938 3 467 4427 000 O l0vears0-
Groups Syears, more

than 15 years

11-15 years
6-10years 38 3,26 ,28 >6-10 years
11-15 3,78 A4 Within Group 1,51 100
years
More than 2,88 139 16,51
15 years
Total 104 3,02 ,54 103
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When Table 9 is reviewed, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference; therefore Games-
Howell post hoc test is done. As a result of test, it appears that academic members who have 0-5 year
working experience have the lowest scores from obstacles subscale, and those who have 11-15 years of
working experience have the highest scores from obstacles subscale. Academic members who work more
than 10 and less than 15 years think that almost all items in the subscale really pose an obstacle to a
performance evaluation.

Table 10 presents the ANOVA results related to whether academic members’ perceptions of obstacles
to a performance evaluation system differ depending on satisfaction level from institution.

Table 10.

The ANOVA Results Related To Whether Academic Members’ Perceptions of Obstacles to a Performance
Evaluation System Differ Depending On Satisfaction Level From Institution

N Standard Sum of Mean F Source of
Deviation squares Squares variation
Between Low,Moderate
10 3,36 ,31 Grouns Level>High,
Low p 5,97 3 1,991 14,38 ,00 Very high
Moderate 35 3,58 ,32
42 2,62 47 Within 100 1138
High Group 13,08
Very high 17 2,58 ,11
Total 104 3,02 ,43859 103

When Table 10 is reviewed, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference; therefore
Games-Howell post hoc test is done. As a result of test, it appears that academic members who have high
and very high level of satisfaction from their institutions have significantly lower scores of obstacles to a
performance evaluation system.

3.3 Qualitative Analysis of Academic Members’ General Views Related to Performance Evaluation
System

Within context of this study, qualitative data have been obtained from academic members related to
their views about performance evaluation system. The data collected have been analyzed with content
analysis. As a result of content analysis, there emerges the following six themes: “attitude towards
performance evaluation theme, priorities of academic members, positive effects of performance
evaluation, negative effects of performance evaluation, obstacles to performance evaluation and
suggestions for obstacles”.

1. What do you think about making a periodic and data-based assessment of academic
members?

There is a difference of opinion among academic members in Educaton Faculties. Although it appears
that most of the academic members support a perodic and data-based assessment, there are some other
academic members who have negative attitudes and criticism for such a system by asserting that it is wide
open to abuse. Table 11 presents the analysis of qualitative data about this theme.
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Table 11.

The Analysis of Data Related to Making a Periodic Performance Evaluation

Theme Description Codes Frequency

Adopters 28

Attitude

Towards Having positive, negative or recessive

. . Doubters 12

Performance attitudes about performance evaluation

Evaluation
Resistants 10

When Table 11 is reviewed, it is seen that most of the academic members adopt such a system. They
claim that performance evaluation would support their development in many aspects. The codes related
to views of academic members are given below:

Adopters: “I believe that performance evaluation will bring about good results in assuring quality in
higher education”(K6)

Doubters: “It is very nice to be supported by system. But is it all about publishing? It is a matter of
question for me how will this evaluation be done, and by whom?” (K5)

Resistants: “performance can not be assessed. It is ridiculous to compare individuals. It has been tried
many times before, but it is found out to be useless” (K13)

2. What criteria should be assessed within performance evaluation? Could you order these criteria
according to significance level for you?

Academic members in Education Faculties express a variety of views related to what criteria should be
included within evaluation. They express significance level of these criteria, which provide valuable
qualitative data. Table 12 presents the analysis of qualitative data about which criteria should be included
within performance evaluation.

Table 12.

The codes related to academic members’ preference for performance evaluation criteria

Theme Descriptors Codes Frequency

Research and publications 17

The criteria which

should be included The quality of instruction 10
Priorities of within performance
Academic evaluation and Undergraduate and postgraduate advisory 8
Members grri(tj:rrilgiccordit:geig Workload (course hours etc.) 6
significance level Jury memberships (Jury of thesis, Jury of 5

Associate Professor etc.)

Perosnal interest and career 4

When Table 12 is reviewed, it is seen that academic members in the first place want their research
and publications to be assessed, and then their teaching quality during classroom. According to them,
teaching quality includes methods they use, the quality of presentation of content, material use and every
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piece of effort which makes learning permanent. Academic members also want their personal interests
and career to be assessed by the system. The codes related to views of academic members about
performance evaluation criteria are given below:

Research and Publications: “The most important criteria in a performance evaluation system must be
academic members’ publications in terms of quantity and quality” (K6)

The quality of instruction: “Instruction is as important as academic studies. Classroom work, expecially
activities and teaching methods can be assessed”

Undergraduate and postgraduate advisory: “We are not just researchers, but also advisors and this
issue is ignored by the system. For instance thesis advisory is a tedious job and should be included within
evaluation”(k22)

Workload: “There is no time left for other things rather than teaching courses. An academic member
should be assessed with his/her courses, efforts he/she makes for students and administration. Academic
members who teach more courses are the best academicians.” (K30)

3. What are the positive and negative consequences of making a performance evaluation of academic
members?

Academic members in Education Faculties put emphasis on both positive and negative impacts of a
performance evaluation system. In “Positive Impacts” theme, the codes appear as “motivation”, “financial
support”, “search of quality”, “support of development via self-criticism”, “continuity of dynamism”;
however, in “Negative Impacts” theme, the codes appear as “intra-institutional rivalry”, “academic

dishonesty”, “cause of stress”, “domination of quantity over quality”. Table 13 presents the analysis of
qualitative data about positive and negative impacts of performance evaluation.

Table 13.

The codes related to academic members’ views about positive and negative impacts of performance
evaluation

Theme Description Codes Frequency

Positive Impacts

Motivation 12
Financial Support 8
Positive consequencgs of Search of quality 3
performance evaluation
system Supporting development via self- 4
criticism
The continuity of dynamism 4

Negative Impacts

Intra-institutional rivalry

Negative consequences of ~Academic dishonesty

performance evaluation Cause of stress

| o o Y

Domination of quantity over quality

When Table 13 is reviewed, it is seen that academic members express 36 views under 5 codes related
to positive impacts theme and 27 views under 4 codes related to negative impacts theme. The codes
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related to views of academic members about positive and negative impacts of performance evaluation
are given below:

Motivation: “This system motivates academic members to conduct new studies” (K24)

Search of quality: “academic members who are subject to an evaluation feel the need to pursue quality.
No one wants to be called a bad teacher” (K9)

The continuity of dynamism: “In public universities, especially old academic members are resistant to
renew themselves. This situation leads to fossilization in higher education; because there is no evaluation
and sanction. Evaluation results in dynamism”(K29)

Intra-institutional rivalry: “jit prevents cooperation, grows jealousy, a competitive environment
increases egoist behaviors rather than productivitiy” (K36)

Academic dishonesty: “conducting research with fake data, request others to write his/her name as
the last name in studies with no effort”

Domination of quantity over quality: “publish publish publish, it is enough. There are lots of academic
members who make research but what about the quality? No one asks for this question. No one talks
about quality now”

4. What are the obstacles to performance of academic members in higher education and what do you
suggest for overcoming these obstacles?

Academic members in Education Faculties list a number of obstacles to a performance evaluation
system and then offer some suggestions for overcoming these obstacles. In “Obstacles” theme, the codes
appear as “intensive workload (courses, advisory, administrative duties)”, “efforts are not appreciated”,
“cumbersome organizational process”, “lack of internal motivation” and “too crowded classrooms”; in

» u

“Suggestions” theme, the codes appear as “reducing course loads of academic members”, “institutional
support for academic efforts and research publishings”, “evaluation criteria determined by universities”,
“perodical budget allocation to academic members from The Council of Higher Education” and lasty
“employing more officers”. Table 14 presents the analysis of qualitative data related to academic

members’ views about obstacles and suggestions.
Table 14.

The Codes Related To Academic Members’ Views about Obstacles to a Performance Evaluation and Their
Suggestions

Theme Description Codes Frequency

Obstacles

Intensive workload (courses, advisory,

18
administrative duties)

Obstacles to a Efforts are not appreciated 12
erformance evaluation -
P Cumbersome organizational process 10
system
Too crowded classrooms 8
Lack of internal motivation 6

Suggestions

Reducing courseload of academic members 11
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institutional support for academic efforts and

research publishings 11
Evaluation criteria should be determined by 10
Suggestions for universities
overcoming obstacles
Periodical budget allocation to academic members
.. 8
from YOK
Employing more officers 4

When Table 14 is reviewed, it is seen that academic members express 48 views under 5 codes in
“Obstacles” theme and 44 views under 5 codes in “Suggestions” theme. The codes related to views of
academic members about obstacles to a performance evaluation and their suggestions are given below:

Intensive workload: “it takes time to make something of high quality. There is left no time for academic
members. They teach courses, take care of students or are busy with administrative duties.” (K25)

Lack of internal motivation: “there are lost of things in academic life which decreases motivation. If an
individual starts this profession for some other reasons, he/she has low level of motivation for self-
development”(K19)

Cumbersome organizational process: “burecracy and very slow running process put an obstacle to
performance while making projects or other studies” (K8)

Institutional support for academic efforts and research publishings: “the most important suggestion
for performance increase is that academic members should be supported by institution. This might include
research, publication, congress participation or educations for self-development” (K7)

Employing more officers: “If the institution employs more officers, academic members will be freed
from paperworks” (K21)

Periodic budget allocation to academic members from YOK: “The Council of Higher Education should
allocate a certain amount of budget for academic members, ask them to plan their budget use and make
budget-product comparison at the end of period” (K10)

Discussion & Conclusion

In accordance with findings of this study, it is observed that there is a difference of opinion among
academic members related to performance evaluation system. It is seen that academic members in
education faculties who have more than 15 years of working experience and highly satisfied have lower
expectations about performance evaluations than others. When academic members’ views are reviewed
depending on academic title, it is seen that research assistants and assistant professors have positive
attitude towards performance evaluation, while associate professors and professor show low level of
positive behaviors towards performance evaluation. Accordingly, Stonebraker and Stone (2015)
emphasize that there is an increase in the average age of academic members with the elimination of
mandatory retirement and this raises some concerns about the impact of this aging on productivity in
class. They claim that age has a negative impact on student ratings of faculty members that is strong
across genders and groups of academic disciplines. However, this negative effect begins after faculty
members reach their mid-forties. This explains the reason for negative attitudes of professors towards
performance evaluation system. This finding is also parallel with Esen and Esen’s (2015) study findings.
They find out in their study that the there is a decrease in positive perception of academic members about
the positive impacts of performance evaluation as there is a progress in academic titles. Bianchini, Lissoni,
and Pezzoni, (2013) emphasize that the students tend to evaluate professors’ performance more
negatively than assistant professors. From a general point of view, it appears in this study that there is a
hesitation and lack of confidence in academic community about the efficiency of a performance
evaluation system.
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This study indicates that academic members expect from a performance evaluation system to develop
a consensus about the criteria of an effective academician, positively affect professional development of
academic members; on the other hand increase workload of academic members and lead to intra-
institutional tension. Qualitative analysis also shows that nearly half of academic members support
performance evaluation while a certain number of academic members hesitates about how it will be
applied and by whom. The academic members in the faculties of education claim that performance
evaluation increases motivation and search for quality; but it may also lead to competition within
institution and academic fraud. Traditionally, performance evaluation in faculties tend to focus on
research indicators (Bogt and Scapens, 2012); therefore higher education institutions plan their
evaluations considering governmental funding, research awards and high rankings which all lead to an
evaluation which only favours academic members with top publications (Douglas 2013, Hopwood 2008).
These findings differ to a certain extent from studies of Tonbul (2008); Esen and Esen (2015) and Basbug
and Unsal (2010). Tonbul (2008) asserts that academicians have higher expectations from performance
evaluation approach because they think evaluation approach helps to identify the obstacles to an effective
performance and recognize one’s own deficiencies. Accordingly, Esen and Esen (2015) emphasize that
academic members expect from a performance evaluation system to develop a qualified organizational
culture, provide continuity of organizational innovation, positively affect professional development of
academic members and helps to recognize own deficiencies. This study also indicates that the most
important obstacles to performance evaluation appear as organizational process of higher education
institutions, intensive workload and lack of intrinsic motivation. Within the scope of the proposals, they
request for employment of more officers and institutional support for their publications and academic
studies. As a result of Tonbul (2008)’s study, he lists the obstacles to performance evaluation as
inadequacy of organizational opportunities, the organizational culture and uncertainty in evaluation
criteria. In study of Esen and Esen (2015), it is found out that the most important factors which put
obstacle to performance evaluation are inadequacy of organizational opportunities, current
organizational process of higher education institutions and academic promotion criteria. Also, Basbug and
Unsal (2010) claim that the lack of physical conditions for scientific research is the most significant factor
which puts obstacle to academic performance.

Academic members in this study emphasize that they prefer to be evaluated according to following
criteria: first of all for their academic publications and research, secondly their quality of instruction and
thirdly their counseling service to postgraduates. This finding is supported by Braunstein ve Benston
(1973) as they find out that research and visibility are highly related in evaluation of performance of
academic members, but effective teaching is only moderately related to these performance criteria. In
practice, academic members’ performance of instruction is mostly done by students. Arnautu and Panc
(2015) criticize this situation by claiming that research and scientific productivity, administrative capacity
and reputation are not presented in the evaluation made by students, therefore they do not have
information necessary to evaluate academic members’ role within faculty. Unver (2012) conducts
research about evaluation of academic members by students and it comes out that most of the academic
members think that students fail to make an objective evaluation of academic members; therefore, they
prefer making academic studies rather than focusing on students’ views about their teaching
performance. Turpen, Henderson, and Dancy (2012) state that the faculties focus on the students' test
performance and academic success as quality criteria while higher education institutions focus on
guantitative scoring of students when evaluating the quality of teaching. Within this respect, the quality
of the measurement tools is very important for assessment of teaching performance. Kalayci and Cimen
(2012) examine the assessment tools used in the process of evaluating the instructional performance of
academicians in higher education institutions and find out that quality of instruction and course
evaluation surveys are developed without any particular approach and twenty percent of items are
inappropriate according to item construction and writing rules, therefore these assessment tools fail to
evaluate academic members’ performance.lt is shown in some studies that the assessment of the
performance of the instructors by the students may be related to the quality of the teaching as well as
the qualities of physical attraction and comfort of the course which are not related to the teaching
(Hornstein, 2017; Tan et al., 2019). Shao, Anderson, and Newsome (2007) claim that academic members
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request peers/colleagues’ considerations for performance assessment and other criteria such as class
visits, preparation for class, follow-up of current developments in the field. There are other factors
affecting performance evaluations of academic members. Ozgiingér and Duru (2014) find out that there
is deterioration in the perceptions of the instructors as there is an increase in course load, instructors’
experience, and the total number of students taking instructor’s course. It comes out that the students of
the Faculty of Education tend to give higher scores to the faculty members than the students of all other
faculties, whereas the students of the Faculty of Technical Education and Engineering give lower scores
to the faculty members. It is also revealed that faculty members with a course load of 45 hours or more
are evaluated more negatively than other faculty members with less course load. In Faculty of Education,
the faculty members with 60-100 students receive the worst performance evaluations. Arnautu and Panc
(2015) refer to students and academic members’ different expectations from each other; claiming that
students focus on communicative issues and expect from professors a good relationship and personalized
feedback, while professors believe that the attention should be focused on the quality of the education
process (such as information update).

In this study, it is found out that the performance evaluation of the academic members creates a
consensus on the criteria of the effective academic member and positively affects the professional
development of the academic members. These qualifications enhance the professional quality of
academic members working in the faculties of education and provide a sustainable professional
development process. Filipe, Silva, Stulting and Golnik (2014) emphasize that sustainable professional
development improved through performance evaluation is not only limited to educational activities, but
also develops qualities such as management, teamwork, professionalism, interpersonal communication
and accountability. Acan and Saydan (2009) attempt to determine the academic quality characteristics of
the academic members and come up with those criteria: “the teaching ability of the instructor, the
assessment and evaluation skills of the instructor, the empathy of the instructor, the professional
responsibility of the instructor, the instructor's interest in the course and the gentleness of the instructor”.
Esen and Esen (2015) state that the performances of faculty members in the United States are generally
based on four factors which include instruction, research (professional development), community service
and administrative service. Among them, they emphasize that the most important ones are the instruction
and research dimension. Performance evaluation results are used for making decisions about whether
they are appropriate in their current position, promoting them or extending working periods of academic
members.

In this study, it is seen that academic members who do not take academic incentive have lower
expectations than those who deserve such a payment. Kalayci (2008), regarding performance evaluation
system in Turkey, claim that it is not even in preparation stage compared to global practices. However,
there has occurred a number of promising developments in this area in Turkish higher education. Focusing
on this problem, the Council of Higher Education in Turkey decided to create Higher Education Quality
Council in 2015 to provide assurance that “a higher education institution or program fully fulfills the
quality and performance processes in line with internal and external quality standards”. In parallel, the
Academic Incentive Award Regulation has been put into practice in order to evaluate the performance of
academic staff working in higher education according to standard and objective principles, to increase the
effectiveness of scientific and academic studies and to support academic members. It seems to succeed
its aim because in this study academic members who take incentive are highly motivated and they make
consensus on the criteria of the effective faculty member which are in compliance with the academic
incentive award.

It is important to make performance evaluation in higher education in terms of increasing efficieny of
services; however, it is also important to determine which criteria will be used and assure reliability of
assesment. In this respect, Cakiroglu, Aydin and Uzuntiryaki (2009) claim that there are very promising
research about the reliability of experienced academic members’ evaluations and they emphasize that
the following criteria should be considered within the context of evaluations:
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e Data about instructional performance should be collected from a variety of sources (colleagues,
students, advisors, postgraduate students, graduates etc.) and in a variety of formats (student evaluation
surveys, student interviews, observation results, course materials, student products etc.),

e clearly identifying evaluation criteria,

¢ informing evaluators about how to make evaluation process

e selecting evaluators randomly from candidates who meet criteria of being evaluator
e jury should include at least 3, at most 5 members.

To sum up, academic members’ views about performance evaluation are analyzed and it is recognized
that there is no consensus among academic members about performance evaluation. Academic members
are aware of positive impacts of such a system; however, they also have concerns about the realiability
of assessment, evaluation criteria, evaluation process and evaluators. This study indicates that the most
important criteria for academic members which should be included in evaluation are research and
publication, quality of instruction and undergraduate & postgraduate advisory. Among positive impacts
of performance evaluation system, it stands out that performance evaluation motivates academic
members, provides financial support and leads to search of quality; however, academic members put
emphasis on negative impacts of such a system which include intra-institutional competition and
academic fraud. Academic members make some suggestions for overcoming obstacles which include
reducing course loads, providing more institutional support for academic efforts, allocation of a certain
amount of budget for each member from the Council of Higher Education and employing more officers.
There is a variety of requests about performance evaluation criteria; however, it is important to establish
an effective evaluation system based on monitoring of peformance based on multiple data types in terms
of improving the quality of higher education and making systematic improvements.

As a result of this research, it is recommended that higher education institutions increase the
objectivity and efficiency in performance evaluations and create human resources services within
faculties. Also, they should design sustainable strong performance plans, use a holistic evaluation cycle,
provide consultancy services to academic members, students and internal stakeholders on how to
improve performance, prepare understandable and objective guidelines for performance evaluators, and
develop institutional culture which specifies that feedback is valuable not judgmental.
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Tiirkge Siirimiui

Girig

Performansin sistematik sekilde 6lglilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi her tiir organizasyonun seffaf, etkili ve
basarili bir isleyis icin lzerinde hassasiyetle durdugu bir boyuttur. Ozel veya kamu yiiksekdgretim
kurumlarinin ¢ogu sistematik bir degerlendirme igin gesitli calismalar yapmaktadirlar. Tim yliksekogretim
kurumlari, kiiresel 6lgekteki artan rekabet ve seffafliga iliskin toplumsal baski gibi nedenlerle tiniversiteler
standart performans gostergeleri belirlemenin yani sira vizyon, misyon ve stratejilere erisme dizeyini
ortaya koyma ihtiyaci hissetmektedirler (Hamid, Leen, Pei & ljab 2008). Ozellikle bugiiniin rekabetgi
ortaminda, daha iyi bir degerlendirme sistemi Universitelere yon gosterici avantajlar sunmakta ve kendi
calisanlarini ve isleyisi degerlendirmelerine firsat tanimaktadir. Devlet Universitelerinin kamu tarafindan
finanse edilmesi, baski altinda kalinmadan verimli bir performans degerlendirme yapilmasi icin uygun
ortam saglamaktadir.

Alan yazina bakildiginda yuksekdgretim kurumlarinin hesap verebilirligi ile ilgili cesitli tartismalarin
oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu tartismalarin temeli, kurumlarin performansinin degerlendirilmesi ve sonuglarin
halka agik bicimde diger paydaslarin da katilimina imkan taniyacak sekilde yayinlanmasi ile ilgilidir.
Yiiksekogretime getirilen baska bir elestiri de tniversitelerin performansinin en 6nemli belirleyicilerinden
olan Ogretim (dyelerinin, diinyadan kopuk “kapali bir toplum” olarak bir “fildisi kule”de yasadiklari
iddiasidir (Glaser, Halliday, & Eliot, 2003). Esen ve Esen (2015) bu elestirileri su sekilde 6zetlemektedir:

o Ogretim yelerinin yaptiklari calismalarin toplumsal sorunlara déniik olmadigi,
o fazlasiyla teorik oldugu,

e toplumsal kaynaklarin bosa harcandigi yoniindeki elestiriler (Etzkowitz, Webster, Gebhardt, &
Terra, 2000).

e arastirmalarin toplumsala doéndstirilmesi yerine, tek tarafli ve sadece o alanla sinirlandiriimis
olarak yuratialmesi,

e akademisyen kimliginin bulundugu tniversite ya da yonetsel yapiyi Grkiitmekten tedirgin, 6zerkligi
daralmis bir kimlige donismesi (Elton, 1999).

Yiiksekogretim kurumlari, her ne kadar 6zerk olarak gorev yapsa da bireysel organizasyon ve kuruluslar
gibi ele alinmamalidir. Yiksekdgretim kurumlari ait olduklari toplumu, ekonomik yapiyi ve sosyal yasami
etkileme giicline sahip kurumlardir. Dolayisiyla, Universiteler fildisi kuleler yerine bilim, toplum ve ulusu
birarada ele alip uluslararasi kalite standartlarinda performans gostermeli ve kariyer gelisimi yerine
toplumsal faydayl 6n planda tutmayi vicdani bir sorumluluk olarak hissetmelidirler. Universitelerde
performans degerlendirmenin yapilmasi, ¢alisanlara hesap verebilirlik (bilimsel arastirmalar igin sirekli
iyilestirme faaliyetleri), devlete hesap verebilirlik (kaynaklarin verimli ve tiretken kullanimi), 6grenci ve
topluma hesap verebilirlik (kapsaml egitsel deneyimler sunma, yasam Kkalitesini artiracak mesleki
egitimler sunma, toplumun isglict ihtiyacini karsilama) agisindan gereklidir (Vidovich & Slee, 2001). Ayrica,
yliksekogretimde performans degerlendirmeyi gerekli hale getiren kiiresel gelismeleri UNESCO (2004)
“girisimci Universiteler, sirket Universiteleri gibi yeni kurumlar; uzaktan, sanal ve 6zel sirketler gibi yeni
egitim hizmeti dagitim turleri; yeterlilik ve sertifikalarin daha fazla ¢esitlenmesi; yurtdisina yonelik artan
6grenci, program, tedarikci ve proje hareketliligi; yliksekdgretim sunumunda artan 6zel yatirimlar seklinde
siralamistir. Bu gelismeler kalite, erisim, cesitlilik ve finansman acisindan yiiksekogretime yonelik 6nemli
cikarimlardir (akt.Tezsirict & Bursalioglu, 2013). Yiiksekogretimde performans degerlendirmesi hem
cesitli stiregleri hem de Urinleri kapsamaktadir. Temelinde, performans degerlendirmesi kalite agisindan
kabul edilebilir minimum dizeyi gostermekte ve bireylerin/kurumlarin gelismeye agik yonlerini
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tanimalarina olanak saglamaktadir. Birey veya kurumlar, sadece gelismeye agik yonlerinin farkina
varmamakta; mevcut haliyle hangi yonlerde giiclii oldugunu da saptamaktadirlar. Batool, Qureshi & Raouf
(2010), performans degerlendirmesi denildiginde bu kavramin butlin boyutlari kapsamayabilecegini,
kurumsal performans degerlendirmesinin, akademik programlarin, derslerin veya mezunlarin kalitesini
olgmekle ayni anlama gelmedigini belirtmislerdir. Kurumsal performans degerlendirme daha ¢ok kurumun
kalite ve etkililigi agisindan mevcut durumunun degerlendirilmesi demek oldugunun altini gizmislerdir.

Bu c¢alisma kapsaminda yuksekogretimde performans degerlendirmesi «0gretim elemanlarinin
ogretimsel rollerine iliskin mesleki yeterliliginin ve ayni zamanda kurumsal hedeflerin yerine getirilmesine
katki diizeyinin &lciilmesi» olarak tanimlanabilir. Ogretim elemanlarinin arastirma, akademik hizmet,
egitim-6gretim, yayin gibi cesitli ¢alismalarinin degerlendirilmesi, geri doénit verilerek bireylerin
gelisiminin desteklenmesi ve ¢alismalarinin takdir edilmesi, performans degerlendirme sisteminin varligini
zorunlu hale getirmektedir. Vincent ve Nithila (2010), yiiksekégretimde gergeklestirilecek bir performans
degerlendirmesi yaklasiminin saglayacagi avantajlar arasinda sunlari dile getirmektedir:

e Bireyin gelisim ve ilerlemesinin gercekci hedeflere dayanmasini saglar.

e Bireyin hedefleriyle kurumun hedeflerini birbirine uygun hale getirir.

e Organizasyon igindeki bireylerin zayif yonleri ve glgli yonlerini teshis eder.
e lyilestirme amacl geri déniit mekanizmasi islevi gériir.

o jhtiyag duyulan egitim ve kurslari belirlemeye yarar.

e Kurumun egitsel, toplumsal, ekonomik ve siyasal olarak daha buyik rol ve sorumluluklar almasini
saglar.

Tonbul (2008) ise performans degerlendirme uygulamalarinin, 6rgiitsel hedeflerin gerceklesme
diizeyini artiracagi, kurumsal isleyiste aksayan yonlerin saptanmasini kolaylastiracagi, érgitsel iklim ve
kurum kiltiriiniin galisanlar Gzerindeki etkisine iliskin 6zgul veriler saglayabilecegi ve bu dogrultuda
drgiitsel performansin artacagini belirtmistir. is akisi ve organizasyonla ilgili siireclerde, geribildirim
diizenegini etkin ve islevsel bicimde ise kosan 6rgutlerin daha basarili ve kalici olduklari géralmektedir
(Latham & Pinder, 2005). Kalayci (2009) ylksekogretimde degerlendirme yapmadan basarlyl veya
basarisizligi yordama olasiliginin distk oldugunu; fakat akademisyenlerin 6gretim performanslarinin
degerlendirilmesiyle birlikte 6grenme-6gretme ortamlarinin herkesce sorgulamaya acik hale gelecegini,
bu durumun ise oldukga zorlayici oldugunu ifade etmistir. Bununla ilgili olarak, Kim ve digerleri (2016) pek
cok profesorin egitimcilik roliine daha disik 6nem verdigi, arastirmaci roliine daha buyik oncelik
verdigine; clinkl fakilte degerlendirme sisteminin arastirmaya dayali olduguna vurgu yapmislardir.
Performans degerlendirme sadece zorunluluk ve formalite amaciyla yapilmamalidir. Bu tehlike 6zellikle
devlet Universiteleri icin ihtimal dahilindedir. Kalayci ve Cimen (2012) “artik devlet Universitelerinin de
“kalite stiregleri uygulamalarini” formaliteyi tamamlamak amaciyla degil, gercekten kaliteyi yiukseltmek ve
rekabette 6ne c¢ikmak amaci ile ylritmesi gerektigini, devlet Universitelerinin de kalite calismalarina
gereksinimi oldugunu” belirtmislerdir.

21. ylzyilda Universitelerini performans degerlendirmeye zorlayan sebepler arasinda kurumsal itibar,
uluslararasilasma ve diinya UGniversite siralamalari yer almaktadir. Kurumsal itibari belirleyen pek c¢ok
faktér bulunmaktadir. Higher Education Authority’nin (2013) arastirma ve ogretimle ilgili yaptigi itibar
arastirmasinda; akademisyenlerin uzmanlik alanlarindaki boliimlerle yakindan ilgilendikleri ve bilgi sahibi
olduklari ortaya ¢ikmistir. Kurumun uluslararasi ve ulusal hem 6gretim elemani hem 6grenci barindirmasi
kurumun global kimlige sahip oldugu ve kiiresel markette rekabete hazir oldugu izlenimi verdigi ifade
edilmistir (O'Connor ve digerleri, 2013). Kurumun uluslararasi 6gretim elemani, 6grenci bulundurmasi
bash basina yeterli degildir. Bir liniversitenin kalitesi ve niteligine iliskin en énemli gostergelerden biri
o6gretim elemanlarinin performansi ve bununla dogrudan ilgili olarak verilerin derslerin kalite dizeyidir.
Ogretim elemani kalitesi, egitimin kalitesini dogrudan etkileyen faktorlerin basinda gelmekte, 6gretim
elemanlarinin performanslarinin degerlendirilmesi kalite kontrolliniin glivencesi olarak gorilmektedir
(Agan ve Saydan, 2009).
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Yiksekogretim kurumlari da dahil olmak tizere kurumsal anlamda en sik kullanilan performans dlgiim
ve degerlendirme tekniklerine bakildiginda bunlarin «Oz Degerlendirme, Temel Performans Géstergeleri
(TPG), Goreceli Degerlendirme, Takdir Etme, Alti Sigma, Toplam Kalite Yonetimi» oldugu gorilmektedir
(Caliskan, 2006; Kalayci, 2009; Paige, 2005). Ogretim iiyelerinin bireysel degerlendirmesi kapsaminda
burada belirtilen tekniklerin hepsi uygun veya uygulanabilir olmayabilir. Ornegin, performans
karsilastirmasi teknigi bir bireyin ayni baglamda onct/6rnek/lider kabul edilen bir baskasiyla
karsilastirilarak, mevcut performansinin degerlendirilmesini igermektedir. Anlasildigi lizere, bu teknik
mukemmeliyet arayisinda en iyi 6rneklerin rehberlik edici ydnuni kullanmak isteyen bir organizasyon igin
uygun olabilir; fakat butiin personelin degerlendirilmesinde uygun degildir; ¢linkli her birey ¢alisma sekli
acisindan ve kendini gelistirme yontemi olarak birbirinden ayrilmaktadir. Bu teknikler arasinda érnegin,
TPG teknigi, yliiksekogretimde 6gretici konumunda olanlarin performanslarini degerlendirmede kullanmak
icin uygundur. TPG tekniginde degerlendirilecek performans gdstergelerinin ise vuruk tanimlari yapilr. ise
vuruk tanimda dnemli olan, bir kavramin hangi islemlerle tanimlandiginin belirtiimesidir.Kiresel diizeyde
gerceklestirilen performans olglimleri ve degerlendirme teknikleri her Glkenin yiksekdgretim
kurumlarinda birebir ayni sekilde uygulanmayabilir. Tirkiye'de performans degerlendirmeye iliskin
mevcut uygulamalara bakildiginda “6gretim Uyelerinin sadece arastirma ve yayin etkinlikleri konusundaki
performansini nicel olarak o6lglldigl ya da subjektif yargilar temelinde degerlendirme yapildigl”
gorilmektedir (Esen ve Esen, 2015). Bununla ilgili olarak Yiksekoégretim Kurumu Turkiye’deki
akademisyenlerin akademik faaliyetlerini desteklemek ve motivasyonlarini artirmak amaciyla 2015 yilinda
akademik tesvik uygulamasi baslatmistir. Bu yonetmelikte “Devlet yiksekogretim kurumlari kadrolarinda
bulunan 6gretim elemanlarina yapilacak olan akademik tesvik 6deneginin uygulanmasina yonelik olarak,
bilim alanlarinin &zellikleri ve 6gretim elemanlarinin unvanlarina gore akademik tesvik puanlarinin
hesaplanmasinda esas alinacak faaliyetlerin ayrintili 6zellikleri ve bu faaliyetlerin puan karsiliklari ile bu
hesaplamalari yapacak komisyonun olusumu” hakkinda detayli degerlendirme &lgutleri yer almaktadir
(Akademik Tesvik Odenegi Yonetmeligi, 2015). Akademik tesvik sistemi ile birlikte 6gretim elemanlarinin
ulusal ve veya uluslararasi ylrittikleri proje, arastirma, yayin, sergi, aldiklari patent, calismalarina yapilan
atiflar, almis olduklari akademik odiller esas alinarak Yiksekogretim Kurulu tarafindan performanslari
degerlendirilmektedir. Bunun sonucunda yeterli calismayi gerceklestiren 6gretim elemanlari maddi agidan
desteklenmektedirler. Alan yazindaki 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmelerinin nasil
yapildigina bakildiginda ise ¢esitli yontemlerin oldugu gorilmektedir. Tlrkiye'de Ogretim Uyelerinin
performanslarini degerlendirmede kullanilabilecek birbirinden bagimsiz gesitli ydntemler sunlardir:

a. Sicil sistemi

b. Akademik ylkseltilme ve atanma kriterler
c. Ogretim lyesi degerlendirme anketleri

d. Yillik sunulan faaliyet raporlari

e. Akademik tesvik uygulamasi

f.  Ogrenci anketleri

(Esen ve Esen, 2015)

Yiiksekogretimde performans degerlendirmenin yapilmasi, verilen hizmetlerin etkililigini artirma
acisindan oldukca oOnemlidir; fakat yapilacak performans degerlendirmenin hangi kriterlere gore
yapilacagi ve giivenirligi en az onun kadar 6nemlidir. Bu konuda, Cakiroglu, Aydin ve Uzuntiryaki (2009)
“deneyimli 6gretim Uyelerinin yaptigi degerlendirmelerin givenirligi konusundaki arastirmalarin oldukga
Umit verici” oldugunu belirtmisler ve asagidaki kriterlerin géz 6niinde bulundurulmasi gerektigine vurgu
yapmislardir:

e Ogretim performansina yonelik verilerin cesitli kaynaklardan (meslektas, 6grenci, danisman,
lisanslisti 6grencisi, mezun gibi) toplanmasi ve farkli formatlarda (6grenci degerlendirme anketleri,
6grenci gérismeleri, gézlem sonuglari, ders materyalleri, 6grenci Grinleri vb.) olmasi,
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e degerlendirme kriterlerinin agik¢a belirlenmesi,

e degerlendirilecek kisilere nasil degerlendirilecegine yonelik bilgilendirme yapilmasi,
e degerlendiricilere nasil degerlendirme yapacaklarina yénelik bilgilendirme yapilmasi,
e aday konumunda olan kisilerin degerlendirici roli almamasi,

e degerlendiricilerin kriterleri saglayanlar arasinda rastgele yontemle secilmesi,

e jlrinin en az 3 en ¢ok 5 Uyeden olusmasi.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performanslarinin degerlendirilmesinin temelinde Universitelerin etkililigini
artirma amaci yatmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada egitim fakdiltelerinin tercih edilmesinin sebebi 6zellikle “Bologna
Sireci” kapsaminda YOK’lin egitim fakiiltelerinde akreditasyon calismalari izerinde 6nemle durmasidir.
Universitelerde egitim fakiltelerinde yiiritiilen akreditasyon calismalarinda akademik personelin
performans degerlendirmeye yonelik beklentilerinin ve engellerin belirlenmesi amaca ulasma bakimindan
onemlidir. Turkiye’de bulunan yiksekogretim kurumlari bir kalite géstergesi olarak hesap verebilirligini
artirmay! ve mevcut durumlarini ig¢ ve dis paydaslarina bildirmeyi amaglamaktadirlar. Universiteler bu
kapsamda misyon ve vizyonlarini gergeklestirdiklerini kanitlamak amaciyla 6gretim elemanlarina ait
performans degerlendirme calismalari ylritmekte ve bunu rapor olarak halkin, 6grencilerin, ailelerin,
hukimetin, 6zel sektdrin bilgisine arz etmektedirler. Ulusal ve kiiresel 6lgekte Universiteler {izerinde
kalite, verimlilik, etkililik, hesap verebilirlik gibi kavramlardan dolayi sistematik olarak performans
degerlendirmeleri yapmaya yonelik artan bir baski bulunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, performans degerlendirme
ylksekogretim kurumlari icin bu kadar 6nemliyken performansi degerlendirilen 6gretim elemanlarinin
beklentilerinin ne oldugunun belirlenmesi konusunda arastirma yapilmasina ihtiya¢ bulunmaktadir.
Yiksekogretimde Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimindan beklentileri ve
performans degerlendirmenin 6niindeki engellere iliskin goériislerinin nicel ve nitel olarak incelemeyi
amaglayan bu galisma kapsaminda, asagidaki sorular arastiriimistir:

1. Egitim Fakiltesindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iligkin
beklentileri nasildir?

1.1. Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin beklentileri cesitli
degiskenlere gore anlaml farkhhk gostermekte midir? (akademik tinvan, akademik deneyim, tesvik alma
durumu, kurumundan memnuniyet dizeyi)

2. Egitim Fakultesindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme sisteminin ©niindeki
engellere iliskin gorisleri nasildir?

2.1. Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme sisteminin éniindeki engellere iliskin algilari
cesitli degiskenlere gore anlamli farklik gostermekte midir? (akademik Ginvan, akademik deneyim, tesvik
alma durumu, kurumundan memnuniyet diizeyi)

3. Egitim Fakiltesindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin genel
gorisleri nelerdir?

Yontem

Bu arastirma kapsaminda karma arastirma yontemlerinden yakinsayan paralel karma desen tercih
edilmistir. Nicel ve nitel veriler es zamanl toplanmis, ayri ayri analiz edilmis ve bulgulari karsilastiriimigtir.
Yakinsayan paralel desende, nitel ve nicel arastirmalara esit oncelik taninir, analiz sirasinda ayri
¢6zimlemeler yapilir ve en sonunda birlikte yorumlama gerceklesir (Creswell ve Plano Clark, 2014). Bu
arastirmada kullanilan karma desen Sekil 1‘de gosterilmistir:
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Sekil 2.
Karma Arastirmalarda Paralel Yakinsak Desen Onerisi

Katilimcilar

Bu calismanin verileri, 2018 yil icerisinde devlet Universiteleri blinyesinde faaliyet gosteren Egitim
Fakultelerinde gorev yapmakta olan arastirma goérevlisi doktor, doktor 6gretim Uyesi, dogent ve profesor
kadrosunda bulunan 6gretim elemanlarindan elde edilmistir. Calisma grubu Marmara Bolgesi, Karadeniz
Bolgesi, Ege Bolgesi, Akdeniz Bolgesi ve Dogu Anadolu Bolgesinde yer alan devlet lGiniversitelerinin Egitim
Fakultelerinde gorev yapan katiimcilardan olusmaktadir. Ders yiklerinin yogunlugu yiziinden ve bu
arastirma kapsaminda sadece doktora egitimini tamamlayan 6gretim elemanlarindan veri toplandigi icin
ogretim gorevlileri calisma grubuna dahil edilmemistir. Nicel boyuttaki veriler toplanirken elverisli
ornekleme teknigi kullanilmis ve calismaya katilmayi kabul eden alti Universiteden 104 06g8retim
elemanindan veri toplanmistir. Nitel boyutta ise 6rneklem se¢imi maksimum gesitlilik drneklemesiyle elde
edilmis, ve incelenen durum hakkindaki farkl gorisleri temsil eden 50 katimcidan veri toplanmistir. Nicel
asamada 25 arastirma gorevlisi doktor, 35 doktor 6gretim lyesi, 31 dogent, 13 profesor yer almaktadir.
Elverisli drnekleme kullanildigi i¢in bolum kriterine gére 6rneklem alimi yapilmamistir; fakat nihai olarak
katilimcilarin ylizde 22’si Fen Egitimi, ylizde 11’i Okul Oncesi Egitimi, yiizde 28’i Egitim Bilimleri, yiizde 31’i
de Sinif Egitimi boliminde gorev yapmaktadir. Nitel asamada 13 arastirma gorevlisi doktor, 17 doktor
o6gretim Uyesi, 15 dogent ve 5 profesor yer almaktadir. Nitel asamada katilimcilar belirlenirken akademik
unvan ve bolim degiskenine gére maksimum cesitlilik saglanmistir. Katilimcilarin ylizde 20'si Fen Egitimi,
ylizde 10’u Okul Oncesi Egitimi, yiizde 40”1 Egitim Bilimleri ve yiizde 30’u Sinif Egitimi bélimiinde gérev
yapmaktadir.

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari

Bu calismada veri toplamak amaciyla kisisel bilgi formu, Tonbul (2008) tarafindan gelistirilen 16
maddeden olusan 4’lii likert tipinde “Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimina iliskin Beklentiler” altdlcegi
ve 10 maddeden olusan “Performans Degerlendirme Sisteminin Oniindeki Engeller” altdlcegi
kullanilmistir. Olgek gelistirilirken acimlayici faktdr analizi ve varimax dik déndiirme teknigi uygulanmustir.
Kullanilan 6lgme aracina ait Cronbach alfa glvenirlik degerlerinin, “Performans Degerlendirme
Yaklasimina iliskin Beklentiler” &lgegi icin 0.92 oldugu, “Performans Degerlendirme Sisteminin Oniindeki
Engeller” altélgegi icin .87 oldugu ortaya ¢cikmistir. Bu ¢alismanin verileri ile tekrar glvenirlik analizi
gerceklestirilmis ve Cronbach alfa degeri birinci altdlgek igin .84, ikinci altdlgek icin .78 bulunmustur. Olcek
maddeleri arasindaki homojenligi 6lcen Cronbach Alfa degeri .60 ile .80 arasinda olmasi 6lgegin Ust
diizeyde glivenirlige sahip oldugunun bir kanitidir (Tonbul, 2008) Kullanilan bu 6lcekte dagilim tek faktérde
toplanmis ve tek faktér toplam varyansin %55,8’ini agiklamaktadir.Ayrica, nicel verilerin nitel verilerle
desteklenmesi ve zengin ¢6ziimleme amaciyla performans degerlendirme yaklasima iliskin agik uglu
sorular sorulmustur. Egitim Bilimleri alanindan bir profesér, Olgme ve Degerlendirme alanindan bir dogent
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ve yliksekodgretim calismalar alaninda calisgan bir uzmandan gorisleri alinmis ve gerekli diizeltmeler
yapilmistir. Agik uglu sorularin nihai hali su sekildedir:

2.1. Akademisyenlerin performansinin verilere dayali ve periyodik olarak o6lglilip degerlendirilmesi
hakkindaki distinceniz nedir?

2.2. Performansa dayali degerlendirme yapilirken, igerisinde hangi boyutlarin olmasini istersiniz? Bu
boyutlari Gnem sirasina gére maddeler halinde yaziniz.

2.3. Performans degerlendirmesinin akademisyenlerin performansini etkileyen olumlu ve olumsuz
yonleri nelerdir?

2.4. Yiksekogretimde akademisyenlerin performansini artirma onlindeki engeller nelerdir ve bu
engellerin ortadan kalkmasi igin dnerileriniz nelerdir?

Veri Analizi

Nicel verilerin hangi yontemle ¢oziimlenecegini belirlemek icin varyanslarin esitligi ve verilerin
dagihimina iliskin normallik degerine bakilmistir. Bu amacla carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarina bakilmis ve (-
1,+1) araliginda oldugu goérulmdistir. Ayrica 6rneklem sayisi 50’den biyik oldugu igin (N=104) Kolmogrov
Smirnov testi yapiimis ve test sonucunda anlamlilik degerinin (p>.05) oldugu gérilmustir. Normallik
varsayimi saglandigi icin, akademik tesvik alma durumu degiskeni agisindan katilimcilarin verdikleri
yanitlar arasinda anlaml bir fark olup olmadigini test etmek icin “iliskisiz Orneklemler igin t-test”
yapilmistir. Calisma deneyimi, akademik Ginvan ve kurumundan memnuniyet dlizeyi degiskenleri agisindan
katilimcilarin 6lgek maddelerine verdikleri yanitlar arasinda anlamh bir fark olup olmadigini test etmek
amaclyla tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) yapilmistir.

Nitel verilerin analizinde tlimevarimsal icerik analizi kullanilmistir. Acik Uclu Anket ile toplanan
akademisyen gorisleri lizerinden kodlayici glivenirligi uyusum ylzdeleri belirlenmistir. Bu degerler
belirlenirken acik uglu ankette yer alan akademisyen gorisleri bir arastirmaci ve bir uzman tarafindan
kodlanmistir. Bu islem ankette yer alan her madde igin tekrar edilmistir. Uyusum yizdeleri, Miles ve
Huberman’in (1994) giivenirlik formula kullanilarak hesaplanmistir.

Guvenirlik = Gérus Birligi / (Gorus Birligi + Gorius Ayrihgi)

Hesaplama sonucunda performans degerlendirme yaklasimiyla ilgili goruslere iliskin glivenirlik 0.89
bulunmustur. Uyusum ylizdesinin % 80 ya da daha Usti olmasi yeterli goriildiglinden veri analizi agisindan
glvenirligin saglandigi soylenebilir (Mokkink ve digerleri, 2010). Bu arastirmada Creswell (2003)
tarafindan siralanan nitel arastirma yontemlerinde kullanilan “Katilimci Kontrold, “Uzman Kanisi”, “Zengin
Betimleme” ve “Kanit Zinciri” gegerlik stratejilerinden yararlaniimistir. Katiimcilara galisma bulgularinin
kendi dusiincelerini dogru yansitip yansitmadigini sorulmus, ¢alisma katimcilariyla az temasi olan ve
calisma yéntemini bilen bagimsiz bir uzmana danisilmis ve dogrudan alintilarla verinin dogasina mimkiin
oldugu olc¢lide sadik kalinmistir.

Bulgular

3.1 Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimina iliskin Beklentiler

Arastirmada ilk olarak “Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin
beklentileri nasildir?” sorusuna cevap aranmis ve katilimcilarin 6lgekten aldiklari genel puan ortalamasi
Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1.
Ogretim Elemanlarinin Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimina iliskin Beklentilerinin Genel Ortalamasi

N Minimum Maksimum Ortalama Standart Sapma

Beklenti Genel Ortalama 104 1,50 3,31 2,3023 ,43859
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Tablo 1’de 6gretim elemanlarinin dlgekten elde ettigi puan ortalamasina bakildiginda (X=2,30),
performans degerlendirme yaklagimiyla ilgili beklentilerinin yiksek olmadigi, orta diizeyde (kismen
katiliyorum) oldugu dikkat cekmektedir. Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina
iliskin beklentilerinin akademik Ginvan degiskenine gére anlamli bir farkhlik gosterip géstermedigine iliskin
ANOVA test sonuglari Tablo 2’'de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 2.
Akademik Unvan Degiskenine Gore Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimi Beklentilerine iliskin Beklentiler
ANOVA Testi

Standart Kareler Kareler F p Farkin kaynagi
N X Sapma Toplami  Sd Ort.

Ars.Gor>Dog.Dr.,

ProfDr.Ogr.Uyesi>
25 2,4525 ,506 Gruplararasi 5,321 3 1,774 12,24 000 Do, Dr., Prof.

Dog.Dr.>Prof.

Ars.Gor.Dr.

Dr.Ogr.Uyesi 35 12,4875 ,251

Dog.Dr.
31 2,1754 ,441 - 14,492 10
Grup igi
0
Prof.Dr. 13 1,8173 ,162 145
Toplam 104 2,3023 ,438

Olgekten alinan ortalama puanlarin akademik {invanlara gére aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma
degerine bakildiginda ise performans degerlendirme yaklasimiyla ilgili en yliksek beklentiye sahip olanlarin
doktor 6gretim Uyesi oldugu gorilirken, en diisiik beklentiye sahip olanlarin ise profesorler oldugu ortaya
¢ikmaktadir. Tablo 2’de gruplar arasi anlamli farklilik oldugu ortaya ciktigi i¢in, anlamli farkliigin hangi
gruplar arasinda oldugunu gérmek amaciyla post hoc testlerine bakilmistir. “Levene F” testine ait olan
(Sig) degeri p<.05 oldugu icin varyanslarin esit olmadigi gérilmektedir; dolayisiyla bu durumlarda gruplar
arasinda karsilastirma yaparken tercih edilen Post Hoc testlerinden Games-Howel istatistik yontemi
kullanilmistir. Analiz sonucunda Arastirma Gorevlileri ile doktor 6gretim Gyelerinin ortalama puanlari
dogent ve profesorlerin puanlarindan anlamli derecede yiksektir. Arastirma gorevlileri ile doktor 6gretim
tUyeleri arasinda beklenti puanlarinda anlaml farkhhk yoktur.

Olgekte yer alan maddeler incelendiginde ise performansa iliskin en yiiksek beklentilerin asagidaki
maddelerle ilgili oldugu gorilmektedir:

Etkili 6retim dyesinin kriterleri konusunda gériis birliginin olusmasi saglanir. (X =3,42)
Ogretim iiyesinin mesleki gelisimi olumlu etkilenir. (X =3,27)

Ogretim iiyesinin is yiikii artar. (X =2,40)

Kurum ici gerginlige neden olur. (X =2,39)

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin en diisik beklentileri ise
sunlardir:

Ogretim iiyelerinin motivasyonu artar. (X =1,90)

Nitelikli bir kurum kiiltiriintin (degerler, ise iliskin tutum ve sorumluluk anlayis, iliskiler vb) gelismesine
katkida bulunur. ()? =1,76)

Ogretim iiyesinin derslere daha hazirlikli gelmesi saglanir. (X =1,70)

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin beklentilerinin akademik tesvik

alma durumu degiskenine gére anlamli bir farklihk gosterip gostermedigine iliskin analiz sonuglari Tablo
3’te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 2.
Akademik Tegvik Degiskenine Gére Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimi Beklentilerine iliskin T- Testi
Sonuglar

N X SS t p
Akademik Tesvik Aldim 52 2,43 ,38 ,322 ,002
Almadim 52 2,16 ,45

Tablo 3’te yer alan analiz sonucunda, performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin beklentilerin
akademik tesvik alma durumuna gore anlamli sekilde farkhlastigi gérilmektedir [t(102)=3,22 p<.05)].
Akademik tesvik almis olan 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimindan beklentileri,
almayanlara gore anlamli derecede yiiksektir.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklagimina iliskin beklentilerinin calisma deneyimi
degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklihk gosterip gostermedigine iliskin ANOVA test sonuglari Tablo 4'te yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 4.
Calisma Deneyimi Degiskenine Gore Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimi Beklentilerine iliskin Beklentiler
ANOVA Testi

— Standart
N X Kareler Sd .
Sapma Kareler F p Farkin kaynagi
Toplami
Ort.
0-5sene> 15seneden
fazla
O-5sene 17 243 51 Gruplar o5 3 467 1028 o0  Orl0sene>
arasl 15seneden fazla
11-15sene>15
seneden fazla
6-10sene 38 2,43 28
11-15 sene 14 2,51 44 Grupigi 1,51 100 15,1
15
seneden 35 2,00 ,39
fazla
Total 104 2,30 ,43 103

Tablo 4’te analiz sonucunda performans degerlendirmeyle ilgili beklentilere iliskin en diisik puana
sahip olanlarin 15 senden fazla ¢alisma deneyimi olanlar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Diger bitln gruplarin
puan ortalamalari, bu grubun puan ortalamasindan anlamli derecede yiiksektir. ilk ic grubun kendi
aralarinda puan ortalamalari arasinda anlamli fakhlik bulunmamaktadir.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin beklentilerinin kurumlarindan
memnniyet dizeyi degiskenine gore anlamli bir farkhlik gosterip géstermedigine iliskin ANOVA test
sonuglari Tablo 5’te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 5.
Kurumundan Memnuniyet Degiskenine Gore Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasimi Beklentilerine iliskin
ANOVA Testi

— Standart Kareler N
N Sapma Toplam Sd KarelerOrt. F p Farkin kaynagi
Az,Orta
Az 10 2,70 31 aGrr::'ar 5,97 3 1,991 gr;szda@
1438 00 52
Tamamiyla
OrtaDizey 35 2,39 )32
Oldukea 42 2,00 ,47 Grupici 13,08 100
Tamamiyla 17 1,80 ,11 ,138
Toplam 104 2,30 ,438 103

Tablo 5’'te ANOVA testi sonucunda gruplar arasi anlamli farklilik (p<.05) oldugu ortaya ¢iktigi icin hangi
gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik olduguna bakilmistir. “Levene F” testine ait olan (Sig) degeri p<.05 oldugu
icin varyanslarin esit olmadigi gorilmektedir; dolayisiyla bu durumlarda gruplar arasinda karsilastirma
yaparken tercih edilen Post Hoc testlerinden Games-Howel istatistik yontemi kullanilmistir. Post-hoc testi
sonucunda bulundugu kurumdan az ve orta diizeyde memnun olan 6gretim elemanlari, olduk¢a ve
tamamiyla memnun olanlara gore performans degerlendirme yaklasimiyla ilgili anlamli derecede daha
yuksek beklentilere sahiptir.

3.2 Performans Degerlendirme Yaklagiminin Oniindeki Engeller

Arastirmada ikinci olarak “Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin
ontindeki engellere yonelik gorusleri nasildir?” sorusuna cevap aranmis ve katilimcilarin élgekten aldiklari
puan ortalamasi ve dagilimin standart sapmasi Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6.
Ogretim Elemanlarinin Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasiminin Oniindeki Engellere iliskin Genel Puan
Ortalamalari

Standart
N Minimum Maksimum Ortalama Sapma
Engeller Altolcegi
104 2,20 3,80 3,02 ,57517

Tablo 6’da &gretim elemanlarinin Slcekten elde ettigi puan ortalamasina bakildiginda (X=3,02),
performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin dniindeki engellerle ilgili, 6lcekte yer alan maddelere katildiklari
gorilmektedir. Madde madde bakildiginda, 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmenin
oniindeki engellere iliskin en fazla katildiklari ifadelerin sunlar oldugu goriilmektedir:

Yiiksekégretim kurumlarinin mevcut drgiitsel isleyisi (hiyerarsik yapilanma, yetki ve sorumluluklarin
dadilimi, birimlerin ézerklik sinirlari). X= 3,80

Ogretim iiyesinin is yiikii. X=3,68
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Performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin en az katildiklari ifade ise “Kiiltiirel yapi (olumsuzluklari
gérmezden gelme, kisisel ¢ekismeler, asiri hosgori, elestirilme rahatsizligi, givensizlik, Bati
standartlarinda rekabetci bir anlayisin eksikligi vb.). (X =1,91)"dur.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin éniindeki engellere iliskin gériislerinin
akademik tesvik alma durumu degiskenine gére anlamli bir farklilik gésterip gostermedigine iliskin analiz
sonuglari Tablo 7’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 7.
Akademik Tesvik Degiskenine Gére Performans Degerlendirme Yaklagiminin Oniindeki Engellere iligkin T-

Testi Sonuglari

N X SS t P
Akademik Tesvik Aldim 52 2,14 ,54 5,77 ,000
Almadim 52 2,74 ,51

Tablo 7'de performans degerlendirme vyaklasimina iliskin beklentilerin akademik tesvik alma
durumuna gore anlamh sekilde farklhlastigi goriilmektedir [t(102)=5,77, p<.05)]. Akademik tesvik almis
olan &gretim elemanlarinin, performans degerlendirme yaklagiminin éniindeki engeller altdlgeginden
anlamli derecede daha disiik puan aldiklari goriilmektedir.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin dniindeki engellere iliskin gérislerinin
akademik Gnvan degiskenine gére anlamh bir farkhlik gésterip gostermedigine iliskin ANOVA test sonuglari
Tablo 8'de yer almaktadir.

ZT(:::IOefr;ik Unvana Gére Performans Degerlendirme Yaklasiminin Oniindeki Engellere iliskin Anova Testi
N X 2;?::” $2:T§;I Sd KarelerOrt. F p Farkin kaynagi

Ars.GérDr 25 2,98 30181 aGrr::'ar 1ogs 3 36% 1550 000 E:’;.BAFG&“D“

SO 55 s o

Dog.Dr. 31 3,38 ,63314 Grupi¢i 27,365 100 ,274

Prof.Dr. 13 2,96 ,83254
Toplam 104 3,02 ,61101

Tablo 8'de gruplar arasi anlamli farklilik oldugu ortaya ¢iktigi icin (p<.05), anlamh farkhhgin hangi
gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek icin post hoc testlerine bakilmistir. “Levene F” testine ait olan (Sig)
degeri p<.05 oldugu icin varyanslarin esit olmadigl goriilmektedir; dolayisiyla bu durumlarda gruplar
arasinda karsilastirma yaparken tercih edilen Post Hoc testlerinden Games-Howel istatistik yontemi
kullanilmistir. Analiz sonucunda performans degerlendirmenin 6niindeki engellerle ilgili en yliksek
puanlarin dr. 6gretim Uyeleri ve dogentlere ait oldugu, en diisiik puanlarin ise arastirma gorevlileri ve
profesorlere ait oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Arastirma gorevlileri ile profesérlerin engellere iliskin puanlari
arasinda istatiktiksel olarak anlaml farklilk yoktur.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin ®niindeki engeller altdlgegi
puanlarinin ¢alisma deneyimi degiskenine gore anlamli bir farkhlik gésterip gdstermedigine iliskin ANOVA
test sonuglari Tablo 9'da yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 9.
Calisma Deneyimi Degiskenine Gére Performans Degerlendirme Yaklagiminin Oniindeki Engellere iliskin
ANOVA Testi

— Standart Kareler .
N X Sapma Toplam Sd Kareler Ort. F p Farkin kaynagi

11-15sene, 6-10

Gruplar 21,938 3 4,67 44,276 ,000 sene>0-5sene,

0-5sene 17 2,72 ,51

arast 15seneden fazla
6-10sene 38 3,26 ,28 11-15 sene >6-
10sene
11-15 14 3,78 44 Grupici 1,51 100
sene
15
seneden 35 2,88 ,39 16,516
fazla
Total 104 3,02 ,54 103

Tablo 9’da yer alan post hoc analiz sonucuna gore, performans degerlendirmenin éniindeki engeller
altélgeginden en dusiik puan alanlarin 0-5 sene galisma deneyimi; en yiiksek puan alanlarin ise 11-15 sene
calisma deneyimi olanlar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. 11-15 sene galisma deneyimi olanlarin performans
degerlendirme 6nlndeki engellere iliskin puanlari diger biitin gruplara gére anlamh derecede yliksektir.
11-15 sene galisma deneyimine sahip olan grup, ¢cogu seyin performans degerlendirmeyi engelledigini
disindukleri ve neredeyse her maddenin engel olarak adlandirildigi bir grup olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir.

Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin éniindeki engeller altélceginden
aldiklar puanlar, kurumlarindan memnniyet diizeyi degiskenine gore (az, orta diuzeyde, oldukga ve
tamamiyla) anlamli bir farkhlik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin ANOVA test sonuglari Tablo 10’da yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 10.
Kurumdan Memnuniyete Gore Performans Degerlendirme Oniindeki Engellere iliskin ANOVA Testi
Standart Kareler Kareler Ort. F p Farkmv
N X Sapma Toplami sd kaynagi
Az,Orta
10 258 31 Gruplar 5,97 3 1,991 14,383 ,000 Dizeyde>
Az arasl Oldukga,
Tamamiyla
Orta Dizeyde 35 2,62 ,32
- 13,08
Oldukea 42 3,48 47 Grup igi 100 ,138
Tamamiyla 17 3,36 ,11
Toplam 104 3,02 ,43859 103

Tablo 10°’da ANOVA testi sonucunda gruplar arasi anlaml farklilik (p<.05) oldugu ortaya ciktigi igin,
anlamli farkhligin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla post hoc testi yapiimistir. “Levene
F” testine ait olan (Sig) degeri p<.05 oldugu icin varyanslarin esit olmadigi gérilmektedir; dolayisiyla bu
durumlarda gruplar arasinda karsilastirma yaparken tercih edilen Post Hoc testlerinden Games-Howel
istatistik yontemi kullanilmistir. Post-hoc testi sonucunda bulundugu kurumdan az ve orta diizeyde
memnun olan 06gretim elemanlari, olduk¢a ve tamamiyla memnun olanlara goére performans
degerlendirmenin onlindeki engellerle ilgili belirtilen maddelere daha fazla katildiklarini ortaya ¢cikmistir.
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3.3 Performans Degerlendirmeye Yonelik Genel Yaklasima iliskin Nitel Analiz

Calisma kapsaminda Egitim Fakdlltesi 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmeyle ilgili genel
yaklasimlarina iliskin nitel veriler toplanmistir. Toplanan nitel veriler igerik analizi yontemiyle analiz
edilmistir. Yiiksekogretimde performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin dort agik uglu soru sorulmus ve
cevaplardan elde edilen nitel veriler igerik analiziyle incelenmistir. igerik analizi sonucunda “tutum boyutu,
akademisyenlerin ~ oncelikleri, performans degerlendirmenin  olumlu etkileri, performans
degerlendirmenin olumsuz etkileri, performans degerlendirme ©&niindeki engeller, peformans
degerlendirmeyi engelleyen faktorlere iligkin dneriler” temalari ortaya ¢ikmistir.

1. Akademisyenlerin performansinin verilere dayali ve periyodik olarak 6lgiliip degerlendirilmesi
hakkindaki distinceniz nedir?

Tirkiye’deki Egitim Fakiltelerindeki 6gretim elemanlari arasinda, bu konuya iliskin goris
ayriliklari bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin cogunlugu verilere dayali ve periyodik bir degerlendirmeden yana
olsa da bu yaklagima iliskin olumsuz tutumlari olan ya da degerlendirme yaklagiminin suistimallere agik
oldugundan siiphelen bireyler bulunmaktadir. Buna iliskin nitel verilerin analizi Tablo 11’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 11.
Performans Degerlendirmenin Periyodik Yapilmasina Yénelik Verilerin icerik Analiziyle Kodlanmasi

Tema Tanim Kodlar Frekans
Benimseyenler 28
Performans Degerlendirme
Tutum yaklasimina iligkin olumlu,
Boyutu olumsuz veya cekinik tutum  Sipheyle yaklasanlar 12

icerisinde olma

Direng gosterenler 10

Tablo 11 incelendiginde 6gretim elemanlarinin ¢ogu performans degerlendirmenin bircok yénden
olumlu olacagini ve bdyle bir degerlendirmeyi destekleyeceklerini belirtmislerdir. Ogretim elemanlarinin
vermis olduklari cevaplar “Tutum Boyutu” temasi icerisinde yer alan “benimseyenler”, “stipheyle
yaklasanlar”, ve “direng gosterenler” kodlari altinda incelenmistir. Kanit zinciri goz 6niinde bulundurularak
bu kodlara iliskin gortslerden bazilari asagida verilmistir:

Benimseyenler: “Yiiksek6gretimde kalite ve niteligi saglamada performans degerlendirmenin iyi sonuglar
getirecedine inaniyorum” (K6)

Supheyle yaklasanlar: “Calismalara destek verilmesi giizel. Ancak her sey yayin mi? Degerlendirmeyi
kimlerin nasil yapacagi bende soru isareti” (K5)

Direng gosterenler: “Performans élgiilemez. Bireyleri karsilastirmak anlamsizdir. Tarih boyunca denendi,
bir faydasi gériilmedi, tekrar denemenin anlami yok” (K13)

2. Performansa dayali degerlendirme yapilirken, icerisinde hangi boyutlarin olmasini istersiniz? Bu
boyutlari dnem sirasina gére maddeler halinde yaziniz.

Egitim Fakiltelerindeki 6gretim elemanlari performans degerlendirme yaklasiminda hangi boyutlarin
yer almasi gerektigiyle ilgili gesitli gdriisler belirtmislerdir. Ogretim elemanlarinin hangi boyutlara ne kadar
onem verdiklerini ifade etmeleri nitel agidan dnemli veriler saglamistir. Buna iliskin nitel verilerin analizi
Tablo 12’de yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 12.
Performans Degerlendirmede Yer Almasi Gereken Boyutlara iliskin Verilerin icerik Analiziyle Kodlanmasi

Tema Tanim Kodlar Frekans
Akademik yayinlar 17
Pverforma.ns Ogretimin kalitesinin 10
. . degerlendirme degerlendirilmesi
Akademisyenlerin  yaklasiminda yer almasi
Oncelikleri gereken ogeler ve bu Lisans ve lisansusti danismanlik 8
Ogelerin 6nem sirasina .
& K Is ylkleri (ders saati vb) 6
onulmasi
Juri Uyelikleri (Tez, dogentlik vb.) 5
Oznel ilgi ve ugras alanlar 4

Tablo 12 incelendiginde 6gretim elemanlarinin bir performans degerlendirme kapsaminda, 6ncelikle
akademik yayinlarin sayisinin ve kalitesinin 6l¢ilmesini, bundan sonra sinif icerisinde 6gretim elemaninin
ders isleme bigimi, kullandig1 yontemler, icerigi sunus kalitesi, materyal kullanimi, 6grenmeyi kalici hale
getirmek icin yaptigl her seyin degerlendirilmesi gerektigini belirtmislerdir. Ogretim elemanlarinin
degerlendirme 6gelerinin dnemiyle ilgili vermis olduklari cevaplar “Akademisyenlerin Oncelikleri” temasi

»nooa

icerisinde yer alan “akademik yayinlar”, “6gretimin kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi”, “lisans ve lisansusti
o {“;

danismanlhk”, “is yukleri”, “jiri Gyelikleri” ve “6znel ilgi ve ugras alanlar” kodlari altinda incelenmistir.
Kanit zinciri gbz dnilinde bulundurularak bu kodlara iliskin gorislerden bazilari asagida verilmistir:

Akademik yayinlar: “Ogretim elemanlariyla ilgili yapilan bir performans degerlendirmenin en baslica
iizerinde durmasi gereken boyut 6gretim elemanlarinin yayin yapmasi, bu yayinlarin kalite ve niteliginin
6lciilmesidir.” (K6)

Ogretimin kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi: “Akademik calismalar kadar &nemli olan baska bir boyut
ogretimdir. Sinif ici calismalar, 6zellikle aktivite ve 6gretim yontemlerine bakilabilir”

Lisans ve lisansiistii damismanlik: “Ogrencilere yapilan danismanliklar géz ardi ediliyor. Mesela tez
danismanligi olduk¢a zahmetli bir is. Bu performansin da degerlendirmeye alinmasi lazim”(K22)

is yikleri: “Derse girmekten diger seylere zaman kalmiyor. Bir akademisyen yayindan cok girdigi
derslerle élciilebilir. Cok derse giren hocalar ¢cok ¢alisan hocalardir.” (K30)

3. Performans degerlendirmesinin akademisyenlerin performansini etkileyen olumlu ve olumsuz
yonleri nelerdir?

Egitim Fakultelerindeki 6gretim elemanlari, performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin yiiksekdgretimde
performansi olumlu veya olumsuz etkileyebilecegini belirtmislerdir. “Olumlu Etkileri” temasi altinda
“motivasyon”, “maddi destek”, “kalite arayisi”, “Ozelestirinin gelismeyi tesvik etmesi”, “dinamizmin
strekliliginin saglanmasi” kodlari ortaya ¢ikarken; “Olumsuz Etkileri” temasi altinda “kurumici rekabet”,

“akademik sahtekarliklar”, “stres kaynagi”, “niceligin niteligi golgelemesi”, kodlari ortaya ¢cikmistir. Buna
iliskin nitel verilerin analizi Tablo 13’te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 13.
Performans degerlendirme yaklasiminin yol agacagl olumlu ve olumsuz etkilere iliskin verilerin igerik
analiziyle kodlanmasi

Tema Tanim Kodlar Frekans
Olumlu Etkileri
Motivasyon 12
Maddi destek 8
Performans
degerlendirme  kalite Arayisi 8
yaklasiminin yol
acacagl olumlu Ozelestirinin gelismeyi tesvik etmesi 4
durumlar
Dinamizmin surekliliginin saglanmasi 4

Olumsuz Etkileri

Kurumigi rekabet 7
Performans Degerlendirme  Akademik sahtekarliklar 6
yaklasiminin yol acgacagl olumsuz
durumlar Stres kaynagi 6
Niceligin niteligi golgelemesi 8

Tablo 13 incelendiginde 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirilme yaklagiminin yol acacagi
hem olumlu hem olumsuz durumlarla ilgili gériis belirttigi goriilmektedir. Ogretim elemanlari performans
degerlendirmenin olumlu etkilerine yonelik 5 kod altinda 36 goris belirtirken; olumsuz etkilerine yénelik
4 kod altinda 27 goriis belirtmislerdir. Kanit zinciri géz 6niinde bulundurularak bu kodlara iliskin
gorislerden bazilari agagida verilmistir:

Motivasyon: “Ogretim iiyesini yeni ¢alismalar yapmaya yénlendirir” (K24)

Kalite Arayisi: “Degerlendirmeye tabi tutulan akademisyenler bir kalite arayisi icerisine girer. Kimse
kétii hoca olarak anilmak istemez” (K9)

Dinamizmin surekliligi: “Devlet (iniversitelerinde ézellikle eski hocalar kendini yenilemek konusunda
isteksizler. Bu durum da yliksek6gretimin k6hnelesmesine yol agiyor; ¢linkii bir dederlendirme ve yaptirim
yok. Degerlendirme demek ayni zamanda dinamizm anlamina gelir”(K29)

Kurumici rekabet: “is birligini engeller, kiskanghklar olabilir, bir rekabet ortami dodarsa bu verimi
artirmak yerine egoist davraniglari artirir” (K36)

Akademik sahtekarliklar: “Sahte verilerle yayin yapma, sonuncu isim olarak adini yazdirma gibi seyler
olabilir”

Niceligin, niteligi gdlgelemesi: “Yayin yayin yayin nereye kadar. Simdi herkes bir siirii yayin yapiyor ama
kaci kaliteli bu normal degil. Birisi ¢cok sayida kaliteli yayin yapabilir ama kagi béyle?”

4. Yiksekogretimde akademisyenlerin performansini artirma onilindeki engeller nelerdir ve bu
engellerin ortadan kalkmasi icin 6nerileriniz nelerdir?
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Egitim Fakultelerindeki 6gretim elemanlari, performans degerlendirmenin 6niindeki engeller ve
bunlara yonelik gesitli dneriler belirtmislerdir. “Engeller” temasi altinda “yogun is yuki (ders, danismanlik,
idari gorevler)”, “igsel motivasyon eksikligi”, “kalabalik 6grenci sayisi”, “cabalarin takdir ggrmemesi”,
“drgiitsel isleyisin hantalligi” kodlari ortaya ¢ikarken; “Oneriler” temasi altinda “memur istihdami”, “yayin
ve calismalarin kurumca desteklenmesi”, “ders yiikiinii diisiik tutmak”, “bireye YOK tarafindan dénemlik

biitce tahsisi” kodlari ortaya ¢ikmistir. Buna iliskin nitel verilerin analizi Tablo 14’te yer almaktadir.

Tablo 14.
Performans Artirma Oniindeki Engeller Ve Bu Engellere Yénelik Onerilere iliskin Verilerin icerik Analiziyle
Kodlanmasi

Tema Tanim Kodlar Frekans
Engeller
Yogun is yuku (ders,danismanlik,idari gorevler) 18
B Cabalarin takdir gérmemesi 10
Ogretim elemanlarinin
performanslarini artirmasinin ~ Orgiitsel isleyisin hantalligi 8
onlindeki engeller . ]
Kalabalik 6grenci sayisi 6
igsel motivasyon eksikligi 4
Oneriler
Ders yukini dustk tutmak 9
o _ Yayin ve galismalarin kurumca desteklenmesi 8
Performans artirma 6nundeki
engellerin ortadan kalkmasi icin  Olgiitlerin tiniversiteler tarafindan belirlenmesi 5
Oneriler L
Memur istihdami 4
Bireye, YOK tarafindan dénemlik biitce tahsisi 4

Tablo 14 incelendiginde, 6gretim elemanlari engellere yonelik 5 kod altinda 44 géris belirtirken;
onerilere yonelik 4 kod altinda 26 goris belirtmislerdir. Kanit zinciri g6z 6niinde bulundurularak bu kodlara
iliskin goruslerden bazilari asagida verilmistir:

Yogun is ylikii: “Kaliteli bir sey ortaya koymak icin zaman lazim. Ogretim elemanlarinin zamani yok. Ya
ders vermekte, ya bir 6grencisiyle ilgilenmekte veya bir idari gérevi var onun isleriyle ugrasmak
durumunda” (K25)

icsel motivasyon eksikligi: “Akademide motive edici unsurlardan ¢ok motivasyonu diisiiren seyler var.
Meslek seciminde kisi isteyerek de baska sebeplerle akademiye girdiyse performansini iyilestirmesi gerekli
istegi olmaz”(K19)

Orgiitsel isleyisin hantalligi: “Proje ve benzeri calismalarda ¢cok yavas isleyen resmi siireg, biirokrasi ve
kagit isleri performans artisi éniinde engel olur” (K8)

Yayin ve g¢alismalarin kurumca desteklenmesi: “Performans artisi icin en biiyiik 6nerim ¢alisanlarin
cabalarinin kurum tarafindan desteklenmesidir. Bu yayin olur, kongre olur veya kisisel gelisim icin egitim
olur” (K7)

Memur istihdami: “Béliimlere daha fazla memur alinirsa en azindan égretim elemanlarini ugrastiran
ve bir stirii zamanini alan evrak islerinden kurtulmus olurlar.” (K21)
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YOK tarafindan dénemlik biitce tahsisi: “YOK, her 6gretim elemanina dénem basinda bir biitce ayirmal,
biitce kullanma siireglerini planlamalarini istemeli ve dénem sonunda biitge-iriin karsilastirmasi
yapmalidir’(K10)

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu calismanin bulgulari dogrultusunda, yiksekdgretimde performans degerlendirme yaklasimiyla ilgili
egitim fakiltelerindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin gorislerinin oldukga farklilastigl gérilmektedir. 15 seneden
fazla galisma deneyimine sahip olanlarin ve bulundugu kurumdan yiksek diizeyde memnun olan 6gretim
elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmeye iliskin beklentilerinin digerlerine gore disik oldugu
gorilmektedir. Akademik Unvana gore bakildiginda, doktor arastirma goérevlileri ve doktor 6gretim
Uyelerinin performans degerlendirme yaklasimina olumlu baktigi, dogentlerin ve profesorlerin ise
performans degerlendirmeye dlstik dizeyde olumlu baktiklari goérilmektedir. Benzer sekilde,
Stonebraker ve Stone (2015) zorunlu emekliligin kalkmasiyla birlikte 6gretim elemanlarinin yas
ortalamalarinda artis oldugunu, bu yaslanmanin sinif icerisinde Uretkenlik acgisindan getirecegi
olumsuzluklar konusunda endiseler bulundugunu belirtmektedirler. Ogretim elemanlarinin
performanslarinin 6grenciler tarafindan degerlendiriimesinde yas degiskeninin olumsuz bir etkisi
oldugunu ve bu etkinin cinsiyet ve adademik brans bazinda da goruldigi goézlenmektedir; fakat bu
olumsuz etki 6gretim elemanlari kirkli yaslarin ortasina ulasinca kadar goriilmemektedir. Bu bulgu, Esen
ve Esen’in (2015) calismasiyla paralellik gostermektedir. Onlarin calismasinda akademik unvanlar
ylkseldikce performans degerlendirmesinin hem 6gretim Uyeleri icin, hem de kurumlar igin yaratacagi
sonuglara iliskin olumlu algilamanin azaldigi ortaya c¢cikmistir. Bianchini, Lissoni ve Pezzoni, (2013)
performans degerlendirme ile ilgili yaptiklari ¢calismada o6grencilerinin profesérleri, doktor 6gretim
Uyelerinden daha olumsuz degerlendirdiklerini belirtmislerdir. Genel olarak 6gretim elemanlarinin nitel
goruslerine bakildiginda ise akademik camiada akademik unvan fark etmeksizin performans
degerlendirme yaklagimiyla ilgili birtakim glivensizlik ve teredditlerin oldugu gorilmektedir.

Performans degerlendirme yaklasimina iliskin 6gretim elemanlarinin beklentilerine bakildiginda etkili
o6gretim Uyesinin kriterleri konusunda goris birliginin olusmasi, 6gretim Uyesinin mesleki gelisiminin
olumlu etkilenmesi, 6gretim Uyesinin is ylikiiniin artmasi ve kurum ici gerginlige neden olmasi bakimindan
ylksek beklenti icerisinde olduklari ortaya ¢ikmistir. Nitel bulgulara bakildiginda ise 6gretim elemanlari
arasinda performans degerlendirme konusunda benimseyenler ve sipheyle yaklasanlar olmak Uzere
farklilasmanin  oldugu gorulmektedir. Egitim fakiltelerindeki 6gretim elemanlari performans
degerlendirmenin motivasyon ve kalite arayisini artirdigini; fakat bunun yaninda kurum igi rekabet ve
akademik sahtekarliklara yol agabilecegini ifade etmislerdir. Geleneksel olarak fakdiltelerde performans
degerlendirmeleri arastirma gostergeleri Gzerinde odaklanmaktadir (Bogt ve Scapens, 2012); bu ylzden
ylksekogretim kurumlari degerlendirme yaparken devletten alinan destek, arastirma odilleri ve
arastirmada Ust siralarda olma gibi sadece en iyi yayinlari yapan 6gretim elemanlarini desteklemek lizere
egilim gostermektedirler (Douglas 2013, Hopwood 2008). Bu calismada performans degerlendirmenin
onlindeki en 6nemli engelleri yogun is yiki ve igsel motivasyon eksikligi olarak gorirken; &neriler
kapsaminda ise daha fazla memur istihdamini, yayin ve calismalarin kurumca desteklenmesini
belirtmislerdir. Bu bulgular, performans degerlendirmeyle ilgili calisma yiriten Tonbul (2008); Esen ve
Esen (2015) ve Basbug ve Unsal’in (2010) bulgularindan farklilik géstermektedir. Tonbul (2008), 6gretim
Uyelerinin, uygulamaya konulacak bir performans degerlendirme yaklasimina genelde olumlu yaklastigini,
beklenti acgisindan ise etkili performansin 6niindeki engellerin saptanmasi ve 6gretim U{yesinin kendi
eksiklerini gérmesi bakimindan daha yliksek beklenti diizeyi icerisinde olduklarini ifade etmistir. Esen ve
Esen (2015) ise 6gretim lyeleri arasinda performanslarin degerlendirilmesinin kurumlar ve 6gretim Gyeleri
icin yaratacagi katkinin olumlu yénde olacagina dair bir algi bulundugunu belirtmektedirler. Beklentilerle
ilgili olarak da performans degerlendirmeye yonelik nitelikli bir kurum kiltirinin gelismesi, kurumsal
venilesmenin sireklilik kazanmasi, 6gretim Gyelerinin mesleki gelisiminin olumlu etkilenmesi ve 6gretim
Gyelerinin kendi eksiklerini daha iyi gormesi boyutlarinda akademisyenlerin beklenti icerisinde olduklarina
vurgu yapmislardir.
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Bu g¢alismanin sonucunda performansin éniindeki en dnemli engellerin yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin
mevcut orgltsel isleyisi ve 6gretim elemanlarinin is yiki oldugu, Tonbul’un (2008) ¢alismasinda orgutsel
olanaklarin yetersizligi, kurumlarda egemen olan kiltur ve degerlendirme élgutleri konusundaki belirsizlik
oldugu, Esen ve Esen’in galismasinda ise (2015) en onemli engellerin sirasiyla kurumsal olanaklarin
eksikligi, yuksekogretim kurumlarinin mevcut orgltsel isleyisi ve akademik yiikseltme kriterleri oldugu
ortaya c¢ikmistir. Basbug ve Unsal (2010) akademik personelin ¢ogunlugunun performans
degerlendirilmesine olumlu baktigini ve performansin etkileyen en dnemli engelleyici faktériin bilimsel
arastirmanin gerektirdigi fiziksel kosullardan mahrum olmak (laboratuvar, oda, arag-gereg, vb.) oldugunu
belirtmislerdir. Ozgiingdr ve Duru (2014) ise ders yiikii, deneyim, 6gretim elemaninin toplam 6grenci sayisi
arttikca 6gretim elemanina yonelik algilarda olumsuzlagma oldugunu tespit etmistir. Egitim Fakultesi
ogrencilerinin 6gretim elemanlarina diger tim fakiltelerin 6grencilerinden daha yiksek puanlar
verdiklerini, Teknik Egitim ve Mihendislik Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin ise 6gretim elemanlarina diger tim
fakiltelerin 6grencilerinden daha diistik puanlar verdiklerini gdstermistir. Ders yukayle ilgili analizler, ders
ylikl 45 saat ve daha fazla olan Ogretim elemanlarinin, ders yikiu daha az olan tim o6gretim
elemanlarindan daha olumsuz degerlendirildiklerini ortaya koymustur. Egitim Fakultesi i¢cin 60-100 arasi
Ogrencisi olan 6gretim elemanlari en kotu degerlendirmeleri almislar. Arnautu ve Panc (2015) 68renci ve
O0gretim elemanlarinin farkl beklentileri oldugunu, 6grencilerin daha ¢ok iletisimsel konular lzerinde
odaklanip profesérlerden iyi bir iliski kurmalari ve kisisel doniit vermelerini bekledikleri, profesoérlerin ise
egitsel stirecin kalitesi Gizerinde (bilginin giincelligi gibi) durduklarini belirtmektedirler.

Bu calismada 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirme kapsaminda &ncelikle arastirma ve
akademik yayinlarin degerlendirilmesini, daha sonra 6gretim hizmetleri ve lisanslsti danismanhk
hizmelerinin degerlendirilmesini istedikleri gortlmektedir. Bu bulgu Braunstein ve Benston’in (1973)
¢alismasi tarafindan desteklenmektedir. Onlarin ¢alismasinda arastirma ve prestijin performans
degerlendirme birbiriyle yiksek derecede iliskili oldugu, etkili 6gretimin performans degerlendirmeyle
orta derecede iliskili oldugu ortaya cikmaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarinin dgretim hizmetinin kalitesi
ogrenciler tarafindan degerlendirilmektedir; fakat Arnautu ve Panc (2015) bu durumu elestirmekte ve bu
degerlendirmelerde arastirma ve yayin Uretkenligi, yonetim yeterlilikleri ve akademik taninirhk goz
oninde bulundurulmadigini, dolayisiyla 6grencilerin 6gretim elemanlarinin fakilte icerisinde roller
hakkinda yeterli bilgiye sahip olmadiklarini vurgulamaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarinin performansinin
dgrenciler tarafindan degerlendirmesi konusunda c¢alisma yiriiten Unver (2012), dgretim elemanlarinin
¢ogunun 6grencilerin 6gretimi objektif olarak degerlendirecegini disiinmedigini, 6grencilerin kendilerine
dair ortaya koydugu 6gretim becerilerine iliskin gorisleri izerinde diisinmek yerine akademik ¢alismalar
yapmayi tercih ettigini belirtmistir. Turpen, Henderson ve Dancy (2012) yiksekdgretim kurumlarinin
o6gretimin kalitesini degerlendirirken 6grencilerden gelen niceliksel puanlamalar lzerinde odaklandigini;
fakiltelerin ise 6grencilerin test performanslari ve akademik basarilarini kistas aldiklarini belirtmektedir.
Bu acidan, 6gretim performansi degerlendirmede kullanilan élgme araglarinin niteligi oldukga 6nem
kazanmaktadir. Kalayci ve Cimen (2012), yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda akademisyenlerin Ogretim
performansini degerlendirme siirecinde kullanilan anketleri incelemis ve anketlerin belli bir sistematigi
temele almadan hazirlandigini, anketlerde yer alan maddelerin beste birinin madde yazim kurallarina
uygun olmadigini, dolayisiyla 6gretim elemanlarinin performansini dlgmede yetersiz kaldigini ortaya
koymustur. Bazi calismalarda da Ogretim elemanlarinin performansinin  6grenciler tarafindan
degerlendirilmesi konusunda 6grencilerin degerlendirmelerinin 6gretimin kalitesiyle ilgili oldugu kadar
ogretimle ilisigi olmayan fiziksel ¢ekicilik ve dersin rahathg gibi niteliklerle de ilgilisi olabilecegi ortaya
konulmustur (Hornstein, 2017; Tan ve digerleri, 2019). Shao, Anderson ve Newsome (2007) 6gretim
hizmetinin kalitesinin degerlendiriimesi hususunda akademisyenlerin sinif ziyaretleri, derse hazirlk,
alandaki giincel gelismeleri takip etme durumu ve meslektas degerlendirmelerine daha fazla yer
verilmesine iliskin beklentilerinin oldugunu belirtmektedirler.

Bu calismada o6gretim elemanlari performans degerlendirmesinin etkili 6gretim Uyesinin kriterleri
konusunda goris birligi olusturdugu ve Ogretim Uyesinin mesleki gelisimini olumlu etkiledigi ortaya
cikmistir. Bu nitelikler egitim fakuiltelerinde gorev yapan 6gretim elemanlarinin mesleki agidan kalitelerini
artirmakta ve strdurebilir bir mesleki gelisim siireci saglamaktadir. Filipe, Silva, Stulting ve Golnik (2014)
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performans degerlendirme sayesinde iyilesen sirdirilebilir mesleki gelisimin sadece egitsel etkinliklerle
sinirli olmadigini, ayni zamanda y6netim, takim galismasi, profesyonellik, kisilerarasi iletisim ve hesap
verebilirlik gibi nitelikleri de gelistirdigini vurgulamaktadirlar. Acan ve Saydan (2009) 6gretim elemanlarina
yonelik akademik kalite beklentilerini belirlenmeye galismislar ve 6gretim elemaninin akademik kalite
ozelliklerinin “6gretim elemaninin 6gretim yetenegi, 6gretim elemaninin dlgme-degerlendirme becerisi,
o6gretim elemaninin empati kurma becerisi, 6gretim elemaninin mesleki sorumlulugu, 6gretim elemaninin
derse ilgiyi 6zendirme becerisi, 6gretim elemaninin derse verdigi énem ve 6gretim elemaninin nezaketi”
boyutlarindan olustugunu tespit etmislerdir. Esen ve Esen (2015), Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’'nde 6gretim
tyelerinin performanslarinin genellikle dort boyut esas alinarak yapildigini, bu boyutlarin sirasiyla egitim-
Ogretim, arastirma (profesyonel gelisim), topluma hizmet ve yonetime hizmet oldugunu ifade etmistir. Bu
dort boyut arasinda ise en 6nemli olanlarin egitim-6gretim boyutu ile arastirma boyutu olduguna vurgu
yapmislardir. Bu boyutlara gore yapilan performans degerlendirme sonuglarinin ise 6gretim Gyelerinin
gorev siresinin uzatilmasinda, bulundugu kadrodaki uygunluguna karar verilmesinde ve terfisinde
kullanildigi ifade edilmistir.

Bu calismada akademik tesvik almayan 6gretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmeye iliskin
beklentilerinin digerlerine gore duslik oldugu goértlmektedir. Kalayci (2008), Tirkiye’de performans
degerlendirme ile ilgili olarak bu konudaki ¢cabalar ve ¢alismalarin diinyadaki uygulamalar yaninda heniz
mayalanma asamasi degil, malzemelerin hazirlanma asamasinda bile olmadigini belirtmektedir. Bu
sorunun Uzerinde odaklanan Yuksekodgretim Kurulu, 2015 yilinda “bir yiksekogretim kurumunun veya
programinin i¢ ve dis kalite standartlari ile uyumlu kalite ve performans sireglerini tam olarak yerine
getirdigine dair glvence saglayabilmek i¢in” Yiiksekdgretim Kalite Kurulu olusturulmustur. Buna paralel
olarak, yuksekogretimde galisan akademik personelin performansini standart ve nesnel esaslara gore
degerlendirmek, bilimsel arastirmalar ve akademik galismalarin etkililigini artirmak ve akademiyenleri
desteklemek amaciyla Akademik Tesvik Odenegi Yonetmeligi yiiriirliige konulmustur. Bu calismada ortaya
cikan performans degerlendirme sisteminin olumlu etkileri arasinda akademik elemanlarin motive olmasi,
o6gretim elemanlarinin etkili 6gretim Gyesinin kriterleri konusunda goris birliginin olusmasi ile ilgili
beklentilerle akademik tesvik yonetmeliginin uyumlu oldugu ve akademik tesvige hak kazanan 6gretim
elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmeyle ilgili beklentilerinin yiiksek oldugu gorilmektedir.

Ozet olarak, performans degerlendirme durumuna iliskin egitim fakiiltesindeki 6gretim elemanlari
arasinda bir géris birligi olmadig gorilmiistir. Ogretim elemanlarinin performans degerlendirmesinin
olumlu etkileri konusunda farkindaliklari bulunmakta; fakat 6lgmenin giivenirligi, degerlendirme kriterleri,
degerlendirme siireci ve degerlendiriciler hakkinda endiseleri bulunmaktadir. Bu galisma kapsaminda,
o6gretim elemanlari igin degerlendirmede yer almasi gereken en 6nemli kriterlerin sirasiyla arastirma ve
yayin, yapilan 6gretimin kalitesi, lisans ve lisanslstii danismanlk oldugu ortaya cikmistir. Performans
degerlendirme sisteminin olumlu etkileri arasinda akademik elemanlarin motive olmasi, finansal destek
saglanmasi ve kalite arayisina sev etmesi olarak belirtilmistir. Buna ragmen, 6gretim elemanlari
degerlendirme sisteminin olumsuz etkileri arasinda kurumici rekabet ve akademik sahtekarlk yer
almaktadir. Ogretim elemanlari tarafindan performans degerlendirme ile ilgili sorunlarin ¢éziilmesi
amaciyla ders yuklerinin azaltilmasi, akademik ¢abalara kurumsal destek saglanmasi, 6gretim elemanina
arastirmalar icin YOK tarafindan biitce ayrilmasi ve daha fazla memur istihdami gibi dneriler getirilmistir.
Performans degerlendirmede yer almasi gereken olcutlerle ilgili farkh talepler bulunsa da yliksekdgretimin
kalitesini artirma ve sistematik iyilestirmeler yapma agisindan performans takibi ve ¢oklu veri tiirlerine
dayal etkili bir degerlendirme sistemi olusturmak olduk¢a 6nemli goriilmektedir.

Bu arastirmanin sonucunda Oneriler kapsaminda yiksekdgretim kurumlarinin performans
degerlendirme sirecinde nesnellik ve etkililigi artirmalari ve fakilteler igerisinde insan kaynaklari
hizmetleri olusturmalari tavsiye edilmektedir. Ayrica, bu kurumlarin siirdirilebilir glcli performans
planlari tasarlamalari, butlncil bir degerlendirme dongusi kullanmalari, 6gretim elemanlarina,
o6grencilere ve i¢ paydaslara performansin nasil iyilestirilebilecegine iliskin danismanlik hizmetleri
sunulmasi, performans degerlendiriciler icin anlasilir ve nesnel yonergeler hazirlanmasi ve donitlerin
vargilayici degil degerli oldugunu diisiindiiren kurum igi kiiltlriin gelistirilmesi 6nerilmektedir.
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