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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to analyze the current evaluation methods on faculty performance at Korean engineering colleges and
develop teaching evaluation indicators for faculty performance. We investigated the faculty performance cases in engineering colleges
inside and outside of the Korea, the engineering faculty’s awareness of evaluation factors for their educational performance, and the
appropriate ratios by indicating factors. Also we developed evaluation indicators for educational achievements to improve the current
faculty performance system. 227 engineering faculty members answered our survey questionnaire. The result in the case study on
faculty performance evaluation is as follows. First, most items of faculty performance evaluation are about quantitative indicators
that can easily conduct objective evaluation. Second, evaluation items of faculty performance are mostly focused on instruction in
a classroom. Third, the evaluation by students and administrative managers is more dominant than that by professors or their colleagues,
document evaluation than on site evaluation, general evaluation than formative evaluation, and static evaluation than dynamic evaluation.
Lastly, Some universities tend to substitute outstanding articles for underperforming instruction. The evaluation indicators that we
have developed can be implemented by four types of subjects, such as students, professors, their colleagues, and deans. Also, based
on the evaluation indicators, faculties can freely select their evaluation domains depending on the their tracks, such as a teaching
track, a research track, or an industry-university cooperation track. The mandatory evaluation fields include teaching, student counselling,
teaching portfolio evaluation by mentors or colleagues, class management evaluation by deans, and self-evaluation. The other areas

are optional and professors can choose their evaluation factors.
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Table 2 Data collection strategy for teaching evaluation
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