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Figure 11.10c. DEMING’ S PHILOSOPHY: Perfo rmanc e Asse ssments 1

Part of Poi nt 12b of Dem ing’s fou rteen poi nts is Aboli s hment of the annual or mer it rating; the article EM9526 reprint e d in
this Fig ure 11.1 0c bears on this matt e r and raises some of the measuring issues inv olved in assessing per for manc e.
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BA RGA INING & BENEFITS Pe rfo rmanc e Indicat ors –
A Matt er for Colle c tive Bar gaining

BY GEORG E DE BENEDETTI

RECENTY THE VICE-P RESIDENT
Ac ademic at Mou nt Allis on Un ive rsity
ci r c ulat e d a docum e n t entit led: "Defin -

ing Quali ty and Mea s uring Exc ellenc e: Ac-
coun tability and Value -Adde d Indicato rs for
Un ive rsit ies" to all members of the aca demic
senate. In a cov ering letter, the Vic e-P resid e n t
ex pla ine d that 25 indicato rs con stituting "ou r
guid e to exc ellenc e" were for mulat e d, base d
on the Macle a n’s sur vey and the Que en’s
Quality Progr am , after rev i ewing Mount Al-
li son Unive rsity’s mis sio n st atement.

This docum e n t – wit h the sho rtene d title
"Quali ty Assuranc e" –  was sent to the Board
of Rege n t s fo r ap proval in principle in May
1995. In his cov ering letter, the Vic e- Pre si-
dent aske d fo r input from the Senate before
the docum e n t is pre sent e d fo r fin a l ap proval
at the Oct ober 1995 meeting of the Board of
Re g ents.

That the document was sent to the Senate
fo r fe e dback giv es the appearanc e of col le-
gi ali ty: yet the re is no att emp t to engage the
faculty association in negoi a t io ns on the mat-
ter. Als o notewo rthy is the tim e-frame for
input, ove r the sum mer recess per iod when
Senate and Facul ty Cou nci l do not nor mally
me et.

From the stat ement made early in the
document "fo r this docum e n t to have true
value as a management tool ....." – the re is
no hid ing the fact that the indicato rs are
consid ere d as management tool s and wil l be
us ed, as can be gle a ned from the con tex t, as
a means of evaluating facul ty and lib r arians.

Ev a luating the per for manc e of aca demic
st aff is cov ere d in mos t collective agree-
ments. The use of management tool s fo r
ev a luation of per for manc e sh oul d also be
subj ect to the agreement.

If no lim itation s on the use of per for-
ma n ce indicato rs (PIs) are placed in the col-
le ctive agreement, then like management
rights, they may become residu al emplo yer
rights. PIs shoul d beco m e a matt e r of nego-
tiation bet ween the unive rsity emplo yer and
the facul ty association.

Pe rfo rma n ce Indicato rs do affect ter ms and
condition s of emplo ym e n t, bot h in ter ms of
thei r purpose and their nature. Typically the

in d i c at ors use d fo r mea s uring value, pro -
du ctivity, exc ellenc e, etc., hav e an input/ou t-
put focus. For exa mple, an input indicato r,
so m etim e s sugg est e d to measure a profe s-
so r’s acces sib i lity to students, is the number
of office hou rs kep t each week by the fac-
ul ty member. It is easy to see the diffic ul-
ties wit h su ch a mea s ure. Acces sib i lity to
students as mea s ure d by the number of of-
fic e hours kep t woul d not cap ture the profe s-
so r’s attitude toward hel ping students, whi c h
coul d be one of posit ive rei n forcement for
the studen’s wor k, or, conve rsely, the indica-
to r woul d not cap ture the chil ly cli mat e a
student might wel l encou nter when she or
he ask s fo r help.

Furthe r, the number of per for manc es is
the output indicato r propos ed in the Mou nt
Alli son docum e n t to measure the res earch
ou tput of artis t s and musicia ns. This indica-
to r cannot adequ ately mea s ure the cre ative
activity of a paint e r in the vis u al arts de-
partment, or that of a compose r in the mu-
si c department.

The docum e n t on ‘Quality Assuranc e’
speaks of "bench marks havi ng to be set "
ag ain st whi c h perfor manc e can be judge d.
Someon e will have to est ablis h the bench-
mark for the number of offic e hours a pro -
fe sso r sh oul d ke ep, etc. Who wil l deter-
mine this? The document does not say. But
surely this is a matt e r fo r nego tiation be-
tween the facul ty and adm inist r ation.

How else can per for manc e in d i c at ors af-
fe ct ter ms and con d ition s of emplo ym e n t?
They can influe n ce tenure and promo tio n
de cisio ns, salarie s , prog res s throug h the
ranks (PTR) in crements, department al or
un it budge ts, among other things.

Fo r ex ample, in cer tain regio ns of the
Un ited Kingdom a facul ty member in his-
to ry must have pub lis hed a min imu m of fou r
ar ticle s a year before a  PTR inc rem e n t can
be con sid ere d. What then are the implica-
tion s of someon e publis hing three article s a
ye ar for thre e ye ars in a row? Pre sum ably
not only wou ld the PTR inc rem e n t s not be
gr ant e d, but tenure or promo tio n coul d be
denied, and some for m of dis ciplin e coul d
fo llow as wel l.

In the Mou nt Allis on document, the re is a
propos a l to use ‘good’ student ratings as an

in d i c at or of ‘good’ teaching. Wil l the nor ma-
tive ter m ‘g ood’ be defi ned in each ins tanc e?
And who wil l do that? Can the student rat-
ings of profe sso rs, whi c h are now don e
an ony mou sly, be use d fo r ev a luation pur-
poses? Such matt e rs and que s tion s cle arly
im pinge on the ter ms and con d ition s of em-
plo ym e n t.

What shoul d CAUT’s respons e be? CAUT
coul d deve lop its own per for manc e in d i c at ors.
Howeve r, the Col lectiv e Bargaining and Eco -
nomic Ben efit s Commit tee wou ld cau tio n
ag ain st such an approach, becau se any indi-
cato r CAUT mig ht dev elo p coul d turn out
to be as flaw ed as any produ c e d by gov ern-
ments and adm inist r ato rs. CAUT’s effor ts
coul d focus on dev elo ping guideli nes, a pol-
ic y st atement, and a model clau se on PIs.

How shoul d local association s re spond? If
PIs are impos ed, gue ril la tacti cs cou ld be
em p l oye d to discou rag e thei r us e. For ex-
ample, at one unive rsity, the deparment al li-
brary budge ts for jou rnals were in par t de -
ter min ed by the number of tim e s a par ticu-
lar jou rnal was shelved by staff in the li-
brary. A department cou ld protect par ticu-
lar jou rnals from bei ng cu t by havi ng mem-
bers of the department sim p ly pul l the jou r-
nals off the shelves each tim e members of
the dep artment were in the lib r ary. But
su ch tacti cs are only effective in the sho rt
ter m and are at best sho rt-liv ed solutio ns.
The longe r ter m solu tio n woul d be to nego-
tiat e the nature and use of per for manc e in -
dicato rs in the col lectiv e ag reement.

Do not wait to negotiat e on the topi c of
perfor manc e in d i c at ors.

Some association s li ke Carle ton negotiat e d
the use of student evaluation s in their col lec-
tive agreement many years ago. But PIs go
mu ch bey ond student evaluation s. It is lat e r
than you think! PIs have been int roduced
at some of Cana da’s large s t un ive rsit ies, and
if adm inist r ato rs are att emp ting to impos e
them at one of Cana da’s sma l lest unive rsit ies
in one of Cana da’s sma l lest provi nces, then
no unive rsity or facul ty association in the
coun try is immun e to their int roduction. Do
not wait until you are at the table for the
next rou nd of barga in ing. It may then be
too lat e, wit h PIs alrea dy impos ed in the
ab senc e of a facul ty association insi stenc e
that per for manc e in d i c at ors are a matt e r fo r
collective barga in ing.
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In the first parag raph of the middle colum n ov erleaf on pag e 11 .61 of the article EM9526 reprint e d in this Fig ure 11.1 0c, one
re ason is giv en why an ins truct or’s number of offic e hours per week mig ht not be a good mea s ure of acces sib i lity to stu -
dents. Des cribe briefly oth er possib le rea son s why offic e hours may be a poor mea s ure of acces sib i lity to students.

• Can you sugge s t a better mea s ure of acces sib i lity? Indicate briefly why you r sugg estio n is likely to be better.

1

In the thi rd parag raph of the middle colum n ov erleaf on pag e 11 .61 of the article EM9526 reprint e d in this Fig ure 11.1 0c, the
setting of benchmar ks is mentio ned . What is the task cor responding to bench marking when measuring quantit ies like
le ngt h and mass? Exp lain briefly.

• Outlin e the essentia l di ffere nce (s), if any, bet ween bench marking in a situation like a profe sso r’s offic e hours and when
che cking quantit ies like the lengt h or mass of a manufacture d it em.

2

In the secon d-last parag raph of the middle colum n ov erleaf on pag e 11 .61, a des criptio n is giv en of a requi rement in some
Br itis h un ive rsit ies for facul ty members in his t ory to pub lis h a min imu m of fou r ar ticle s a year in order to be con sid ere d fo r
a PRT salar y in crement. Outli ne, in poi nt for m, the advant age(s) and disadvant age(s) of number of article s publis hed per
ye ar as a per for manc e in d i c at or.

3

Outlin e the two main sta tis tical is s ues raise d by the first two sent enc es of the parag raph whi c h st arts at the bottom of the
middle colum n ov erleaf on pag e 11 .61: In the Mou nt Allison documen t, there is a pro posal to use ‘go od’ studen t ra tings as an
in dicator of‘go od’ tea ching. Will the normative term‘go od’ be defined in each insta nce?

• Outlin e, in poi nt for m, the advant age(s) and disadvant age(s) of usi ng student ratings to measure teaching effective nes s.

• Su gge s t oth er ways of mea s uring teaching effective nes s of inst ructo rs in unde rgr a duate unive rsity cou rses; if ne c essar y,
specify the sub ject are a(s) or dis ciplin e(s) to whi c h your sugge s tion s ap ply.

−− When you hav e fin ishe d your lis t of sugge s tion s, rank the methods (in clu ding use of student ratings) in what you con-
si der to be order of inc rea sing di fficulty of implem enta tion and also order of inc rea sing accurac y; com ment br iefly on
any rela t ion s hip between the two ranking s.
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