CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN LUIS OBISPO

ACADEMIC SENATE
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - MEETING
April 29, 1976 Ly
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Chair, Lezlie Labhard
Vice Chair, David Saveker
Secretary, Charles Jennings
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III.

The meeting was called to order by the Chair, Lezlie Labhard, in AG 241
at 3:15 PM.

All members were present except the following: Stan Dundon

Excused absences: Mike Wenzl, William Krupp, Mary Stallard, David Saveker,
Hazel Jones.

Guests: Keith Stowe, Geraldine Ellerbrock, Dan Hawthorne, Robert Cichowski,
Richard Kranzdorf, John Culver, Lloyd Beecher.

Substitutes: Arthur Duarte for Luther Hughes, Shane Kramer for Hugo Hurtado,
Norman Eatough for Anthony Buffa.

The minutes for March 30, 1976 were approved.

Business Items

A. Membership: Barbara Cook for Tim Kersten on the Long Range Planning
Committee (Labhard) - Approved.

B. Records Office Policy Regarding Change of Grades Policy, (Culver) - It
was M/S/P (Murphy) that the resolution be made a business item on the
agenda of the next Senate meeting.

C. Faculty Involvement in Student Politics, (Culver) - It was M/S/P (Murphy)
that the resolution be made a business item on the agenda of the next
Senate meeting.

D. ASI Student Information Awareness Committee, (Culver) - It was M/S/P
(Jorgensen) that the resolution presented by the Student Affairs Committee
be forwarded to the ASI. It was M/S/P (Olsen) that the Chair or her
designee be directed to write a letter of support of the concept of a
student information awareness committee and forward to Mike Hurtado, ASI
President.

E. Reassignment of Department Heads, (Beecher) - It was M/S/P (Beecher) that
the proposal be made a business item on the agenda of the next meeting of
the Senate.
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F. Naming of Rooms, (Labhard) - It was M/S/P (Jennings) to amend the
proposal by adding the words and the office of the Academic Vice
President at the end of the first sentence in item C., 2. and
following the word President 1n line two of item C., 2. It was
M/S/P (Murphy) that the members of the Executive Committee forward
written comments on the proposal to the Chair to be summarized by
the Chalr and forwarded to the President.

G. ASI Representative on Information Awareness Committee, (Kranzdorf)
It was M/S/P (Murphy) that the resolution be made a business item
on the agenda of the next meeting of the Senate.

Discussion Items

A. Ad Hoc Committee on ACR 70, (Labhard) - It was M/S/P (Jennings) that
the Chair be directed to receive names of representatives from each
school caucus and from Professional Consultative Services to be
appointed to the Ad Hoc Committee on ACR 70.

The meeting was adjourned by the Chair, Lezlie Labhard, at 5:00 PM. The
next meeting will be May 6, 1976 at 3:15 PM in Ag 241.

Executive Committee
May 6, 1976

Meeting not held - lack of quorum. Another meeting scheduled for May 18, 1976.

Executive Committee
May 18, 1976

I.

1I.

The meeting was called to order by Lezlie Labhard in Ag 241 at 3:15 PM.

All members were present:

Excused absences: Barton Olsen, Mike Wenzl, Dave Saveker, Hazel Jones.

Guests: Richard Kranzdorf, Randall Cruikshanks, John Culver, David Ciano,
Geraldine Ellerbrock, Keith Stowe, Michael Cirovic.

Substitutes: Arthur Duarte for Luther Hughes, Shane Kramer for Hugo Hurtado.

Reports

A. Ad Hoc Committee on Student Evaluation of Faculty, (Ellerbrock) (Attach-
ment II-A) - Ms. Ellerbrock reported on the findings and conclusions of
the committee. Generally it appears that there are two divergent 'camps"
of thought at Cal Poly concerning the validity and use of student evalua-
tions of faculty. Several suggestions were made by the members of the
Executive Committee regarding the wording and content of the report. The
Executive Committee accepted the report and applauded the work of the Ad
Hoc Committee. It was M/S/P (Drandell) that the Executive Committee
commend the Ad Hoc Committee on Student Evaluation of Faculty for its
efforts and presentation (unanimous). The complete report will be filed
in the Academic Senate Office.
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Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Sponsorship of Events, (Cruikshanks) -

Randall Cruikshanks reported the committee's recommendations. It

was M/S/P (Weatherby) to make this a business item on the next agenda
of the Academic Senate. The committee was commended for its work and
presentation.

Ad Hoc Committee on Information Awareness, (Kranzdorf) - The committee

has had five meetings to date and still has much to do. It was the
consensus of the Executive Committee that the Ad Hoc Committee continue
its work through next year.

ITITI. Business Items

A.

Student Grievance Procedures, (Culver, Ciano) —= Mr. David Ciano discussed

the proposed revised procedures as distributed to the Executive Committee.

It was originally suggested that the Fairness Board be the Committee to
implement the proposed procedures; concern was expressed with the appro-
priateness of this use of the Fairness Board. The revised procedures
suggest that one faculty member serve as the hearing officer.

It was the general concensus of the Executive Committee that the Chair
recommend one person from each of the representational areas in the
Academic Senate (7 schools and Professional Consultative Services) based
on recommendations received from the Executive Committee. The hearing
officer will be selected from this panel by lot.

It was M/S/P (Weatherby) that the Executive Committee endorse the revised
Title IX Student Grievance procedures including the above recommendations
on a trial basis until 10 (ten) cases have been reviewed or earlier if
the hearing officers so petition. After ten cases are heard, Dave Ciano
will notify the Senate Chair for re-evaluation of the trial procedures

by the Academic Senate.

The Executive Committee members were instructed by the Chair to forward
their area's nominee for the grievance panel by Monday, May 24, 1976.
Names will be held until the procedures are approved by other consulting
organizations and implemented.

The Student Affairs Committee and Fairness Board were charged with con-
tinuing to study the proposed student grievance procedures.

Library Building Resolution - It was M/S/P (Murphy) that this become a
business item for their next meeting of the Academic Senate. Concern
was expressed about the effect such a resolution would have on existing
priorities (Science and Math building, Faculty Office building).

Resolution Concerning Legal Assistance Course, (Cirovic) - It was M/S/P

(Weatherby) that this resolution be scheduled as a business item at the
next Academic Senate meeting.



IV. Announcements

A. The Chair announced that the faculty will be involved in the election

of the grievance panel under the new grievance procedures. Further
notice will be forthcoming.

B. It was M/S/P (Duarte) that the Chair write to President Kennedy objecting

to the lack of time for consultation on the proposed CAM change regarding
the naming of rooms.



REPORT TO THE UNIVERSITY ACADEMIC SSNATZE
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AD HOC SENATE CCMMITTEE ON STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY
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Committee Members:
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) Keith Stowe
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Att. II-A, Ex.Comm.
Minutes, 5/18/76

N T



s

BACKGHOUNUD/UHAKGE LU LI WUPLHLL Alus

STUDENT EVALUATION QF FACULTY

At the request of the Executive Committee, the Personnel Policies
Committee reviewed the procedures governing student evaluation in each
of the seven schools of the University. As a result of this review,

as well as of information provided by interested faculty, the Personnel
Policies Committee recommends that the Executive Committee appoint an
ad hoc committee on student evaluation composed of both tenured and non-
tenured faculty, and chaired by a member of the Academic Senzte. The
Committee should base its report and appropriate recommendations to the
Executive Committee on investigations into such areas as the following:

a. The conceptual validity of student evaluation as a measure of the
quality of instruction 1) in terms of Cal Poly experience and 2)
‘as reported iz the literature of higher education.

b. The ways in which student evaluation might be used to improve instruction;

.Co Soliciting the written views of members of the Faculty and Students

of CPSU, SLO concerning student evaluation;
d. The cost of the current program of student evaluation of faculty;
e. The effect of the evaulation in standards of instruction;
f. The use of student evaluation in faculty personnel actions;

g. The effect of student evaluation on faculty morale.

Exec. Comm. Minutes,4/8/75



®,.eevaluation without develomment may, in fact, be a disservice
to the faculty members inrolved; . « ot0 tell a person what
may be dysfunctional in his or her teaching without offering

- ‘some help toward improving it is oi'en destructive.®

Center !or Faculty Evaluation and Develonment
in Higber Education, Kansas 3tate Univer:zity

1975



"In addition to substantiating these assumptions (zee the
IDZA Technical Rejort), research on the system has shown
that:

1. There is no singie mnd2l of efrective instruction, con-
trary to the assumntion made in many student rating pro-
grams. The IDEA systan: provides for a multitude of
different medsle which reficct substantial differences
in emphasic (objiectives).

2. It is essential that adjustments be made for differences
in the mctivation level of ctudents as well as for dif-
ferences in class cize to accurately infer instructicnal
effectivaness from student ratinss.

3« It is poszitie for =ifective inchtructicn to ozcur even
though tl: instructor emcloys techainues and proczdures
which are unsticeessful for the average [aculty member.
Therefore, effectiveness should be judged less by how
the insiructor behsves than by how students ars effected.

At the sane time that thie researcih evidence was accumulating,.
experience made it clear that a successiul instructional
assessment program requires more than a technically sound
instrument. In particular, it requires acceptauce cof the
pregram by all groups-~the teaching faculty, students, and
administrators. These groups share a commeon concern for
improving instruction.. Therefore, our experience has sug-
gested the importance of utilizing the resuits as a beginning
point in a program to improve teaching effectiveness."
Center for Faculty Evaluation a
Development in Higher Educati
Kansas State University, 1975

Lo -1
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Review of the Literzture on Studemt Evaluation - |

ough review of student evaluations at Cal Poly is
an exanination of the statistical success of the evaluztion process in cther
colleges and universities as reported in the research literature of higher
educat-i.o'u. An analysis ¢f this nature allows the Cal Poly experience it
student evaluations to be "‘itlc...ly assessed within the more objective b-ondaries
af a methodological framewecrk. For instance, if the research literature poirts
to a sgerious c¢elicicency in the avility teo develop evaluation instruments then

the comtirusd use arnd epnlicaticn of student evalustions at Cal Pely sesms umrise
and courtergrcductive. Cn the other hand, if enough data concernirg the wbilits
of stuwient evaluations have ween publiched, cocperative efforts toward tha
creatinn of inform.ative and troadly acceptable measuring devices can be more
readily justified.

A necessary elemerd of a thor

Although literature from a number of disciplines was reviewed, the major porticn
cf the researca evidsnce has bszn generzted by psychology and educe.u:.cn end
accordingly provides the principal base for this report. The follciing conclu-
sicns are ofre.rsq then 25 a surmary of the relevant data from these sources.

1. Reliahility refers to the stzbility or consistency of a measuremert, e.g..
giudent evalusticzns, cver tine. This is a "1'=‘C€’.Sad.3? first -ingredier= fcr
!"ft"‘"l.‘i...ah..:’" the usefulness <f stuiart evalu=tions since the evaluaticns st
Ve dureblin c.LOqu to withstand such extrzneous facthors as moed charzge, t‘*
passage of time aud cther unsystematic factors irpinging on the measursmen:

. pracass.

Yy "
i(‘it

Of the few studias to report relisbility data, all mertioned adequats =nd
in some cases exceptionally high relizbility cesfficients* "ang;l. from shos
10 to .94,

Peremthetically, it should be added that these figurss pertain only to the
consistency of evaluation instrurents and do noy gﬂ..aran"'ee vralidity, which
indicates the extant to which the studemt evaluations do irndeed mszasire
teaching effectiveness. Hevertheless, a valid avelivation ferm aust Tirsy
be relisble and in the words of ore author (Costin et al 1971) "... 3n=
evidence corncerning the stabﬂity af s‘m.c‘.ents' ra*:in.gs argues acgainst the
cortention... that studemt cpinions of instruction are dirficul:c to Lstber-
pret since they migh: be made after a particularly gocd or bad atypiczl
experience (e.g., a lectur=)." (p. 513}

2. ¥When student evaluations have been cttained with Col“’_.fL.ll}" designed instru-
ments, they show substantial simiTorities to evalusticns given by celleazuss
of the instructor. Two comon speculations on the reason for the modsrzie Lo
high correlations (most studies reported correlavions of from .30 sc .53)
were: 1) Since studerts have observed many hours of teaching pasriormance,
they can provide evaluative expertise ecual " %o the peers of the instructer
and, 2) since classroom visits by cther faculty are infrequert, collezgues
are likely to be dependent on studemt hearsay and instructor rsputation.

3. Globtal. assessment tecl':.“:'.q uss such as overall ratings or rankdngs do nct
predict criterion behaviors as well as behavioral cnecld.lsts ar:d/or rau.ng
scales with behavicral archors. -

#A reogllability ccafficient is commonly used to infer reliability and can be
understood to mean the sirdlarity which is expected in repeated measurements
over time, .00 being no similarity ard 1.C0 indicating exact replication.


http:ratir.gs
http:e:;:perti.se
http:ev�aJ.uati.on
http:Perenthet.icaJ.ly
http:stud:i.es
http:p-:::v.id.es
http:rcsea.rc
http:troad.ly
http:effo:r.ts
http:p'.lbll:::h.ed
http:metho-:blog:i.c.ti
http:stud(.nt

. —2_
- ¢f an overzll Eating would be: o

2% (V) abovn the rumber which you feel best describes the quility
“sshructer's teaching perfermance for this course.

i ] os
\ % 3 l. ﬁ i_ ) i
p03ﬂ avé?hge ¥ excllent

(..m

‘“¢r harnd, a scale with a more precise behavioral oriemtation
nontains multisle questiona - thereby being more reliable -~ and is
tihe aspscts cf teaching performance to be evaluated. Scme
-3-ions (taken in part from McKeachie, 1G69) might be:

= (she) tell students when they hove done particularly well?
4 :
; | I 1
1S I B .
never adways
Examples or Commentss:

(she) receostive to siudent cortact cutside of class?

N

never alwar

Examples or Comments
~ (she) follcw an outline? | ;
P l
L o1
not at all very closely
Examples or Comments

ies report-d sizable correlations between student evaluakions arnd
which are not under the direct ccntrol of the instructer such as
iy required vs. elective course, upper vs. lower division szxd tho -
oht within a department (e.g., teachers of paychological statistics
"2 averags, not rated as high as teachers of social psycholegy.

=2d earlisr, validity is conceptually defined as the .extent to
-1suring instrument measures what it is supposed to measure. As
»iid student evaluaticn scale should indeed measure teaching
-3 of the instructor who is evaluated. Validity is often
‘2d by caiculating the correlation between student evaluations and
pon critiaricn of teaching efiectivensss. The criterion may ba
tavior or possibly mulbiple measures, but their definition and

sre in the end resu’t a judgemsital matier and not a shatistical )

ia

+ is an imporvant poirt to emphasize for it underscores the ismort-
.wing in mind a recognizable and alsc "quantifiable™ criterion

'i1) of teaching effoctiveness before the validity of student evalu-
“ begin teo te assessed.
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Yith the above cautions in mind, and despite the unfortunate inconsistencies
among many studies, it appears trat well desiomed evaluations devices can predich
a variety of criferion Sehievicrs with acceprable accuracy, such as ratings given
by departmunl chairpercons and colleagues, teaching experience, and objective
measurable gains in kncwledge such as that shovm by job samples or standardized
tests. _

In addition to being able to adesquately predict selected crifer*a, atudent

evaluations must zlso demonstrate validity cy being precmge enouzh 30 az not te

be influenced by charges in extraneovs variacies. That is, if wtudent evaluations

will remain relatlvel? conctant vhile factors such as class size, sex c¢f the

evalvator and ti.e of the c.ass vary, then it is more likely that the evalusticns
o

are getting closer te bsing rmore precise and valid indicators of teachirg effzc~
tiveness.

And it is &long this dirernsion that the validity of student evaluations comes

mest sericusly into cuestion. 3esides the fairly corsistent relationshins feound
between studert evaluations and the variables mentioned in point /4 above, a musber
of other extraneous Tactors have shown relationships with student evaluations
often enough to cause concern. Some of the more freqguently appearing contami-
nants, for cxarple, were grade received or expected in the course, sex of thz
evalustor, resezrch Dr:iuctLVLLf cf the teacher and certain persorality characier-
istics such as emcticnal stability and affabilit. (I should be memiicnsd,
hewever, that cther invssti-atcrs did not report correlations la:EP enouzh to

be of any statistical or P?chlcal significance.

Even a thorouuh review of higher education literzture does not produce a sound
indicetor of thne likelihood of the statistical success with student evaluationz
h2re at Cal Poly. ZRather, the deta provide a glimpse of the "state of ths &t
of the methodolugy cf sivdent evaluvations. This inabiiity to draw amy immediately
applicable ccnclusions is due tos

o
A. Organizational characteristics vary tremwendously amcng the institutions
hosting the research and also between Cal Poly and the majority of the
univercities which are rescarching studemt evaluations of faculty. As
just one example, mich of the research reported was conducted in uniiersities
where teaching is not as singly valued as it is at Cal Poly. FEence, it is
possible that both the teaching effort expended and the atmosphere surrourcing
stuient evaluations would differ anpreczablv from Cal Pely to Trany of the cther
Universities.

B. Research on student evaluations has been conducted on abroad spectrum of
dissimilar jobs making a single conclusion difficult to formuliate. That is,
the job behaviors of instructors in physics, educaticn, econemics, agriculture,
architecture, etc. are differemt enough to be of practical importance.
Additionally, relevant portions aof the research reviewed also indicated that
bath students and faculty perceive job behavior d_fterences within a given
departrment (e.g., laborauory vs. lecture courses).

C. Instrumemts used to obtain studenmt evaluations were so disparate as to make
any general extrapclation as to what would work effectivsly at Cal Peoly
inappropriate.

In sum, it appears that the only way to adequately judge the reliability,
validity ard "useability" of student evaluations at Cal Poly is o conduct
carefully designed studies of the process, school oy school and department by
department.
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RESPONSE TO TifE CHARGE

b. "

According to the research literature, it secems that students are more capable
of evaluating behavieral characteristics. How a particular set of behavioral
characteristics relates to good teaching is a much more elusive question, how-
ever. How his/her own knowledge or attitudes have been affected by enrollment
in the clasc may be nuch more difficult for the student to evaluate, if not

impossible.

Department evaluaticrn forms should accentuate these areas in which student
evsluations are most reliable, i.e. behavieral characieristics. Since
behavioral characteristics czn be chaneed, the evaluation can serve as sz

guideline for faculty for change or behavior substitution.

c« f

In addition to following the questionnaire directions, a numbter of unsolicitex
comments were made by faculty. Since thay reflect faculty feelings, they

have been copied verba.im and inpcluded.

(Please see following page.)




FECOMNDATIONS

Cal Poly faculty menvers zhow a desire for improving the guality and effectiveness
of teachin, ;. They do not wish to ignore students' feelings or cpinions. Yet,
there is ¢n elemzrt of concern among the faculty that data from student evaluations
are used improperly in rersonn-l decisions. Accordingly, the Committee makes

these recormmtendations:

l. A permanent sutcommittee of the Personnel Policies Committee of the Acadamic
Senate should b: estaslizhed to continuaily (i.e. at least annually) reviz.
the procazdures utilized in applying student evaluations in each departms=nt/
school. and recormend chonges. This review chould include an evaluation of
ell forus which rerort student evaluation data then in turn are utilized in
promotion, reappointment and *enure decisiors.

2. Student evaluation should be a positive force in improvement of instruction;
no faculty wmembur shall fail to be reappointed, prpmoted, or tenured with
studznt evaluation as the scle determining factor.

3. Studente should be clzarly informed in advance of the purpose and importarice
of the Stndent Evaluation of Facul’y Program.

h depzrtment ricad and school dean should be recuired to revort te his/her

L, Zac
facully at least znnually what steps he/she has taken to assist them in
faculty developnent.

5. The Academic Scnate set up a Faculty Development Program. For examplz:

A Center for Faculty Development that would consider all aspects of
faculty development;

Reduced tezching loads for faculty with expertise in specch, ccmnuni-
cation, eudio-visual material, computer technology, statistics, etc.
to serve as consultant and support in faculty development;

Reduced teaching loads to provide opportunities for changes and reno-
vation of courses;

Demenstrations of the use of teaching aids;

Quarterly luncheon discussion sessicns open to all faculty with a
rotating r.nel of faculty responsible for the discussion of
teaching and learning.

6. That encouragem2nt be given to faculty members to participate in professional
development activities on/offi campus. This would generally include effortis
in the area of subject expertise and/or teaching effectiveness. (These
areas need not be mutually exclusive.)

7. Student evaluation procedures should continue to be differentiated by
discipline. Schools and departments should be encouraged to use a com-
bination of subjsctive and objective data.

8. Student evaluation forms may provide separate--and different as needed--
items for presentation to: 1) the faculty member and 2) the Persoanel
Review Committee (PRC). Fowsver, everything that goes to the PRC must go
to the raculty membor.
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9.

10.

Il.

13.

14,

CRTNLIDTONS -~ 2

Validacticn stugi- o shonid be condicted en sny instrument or procadure
used in atludent ev.luntion of faculty te determine: 1) statistical vali-
dity end reli~vility of the instrument; 2) relevance of criteria used;

3) correlations belween stident evaluation and peer evaluaticns; 4) cor-
relations vetwecn snudent evaluations and extraneous variables such as
size of class, requircd versus elesctive course, suvject matters, etc.

Any synthesis of ctudent comnents or objective data for validation studies
or for inelusion in %.i2 zersennsl file of a faculty member should be lone
"plind" (withcut idontigying the instructsr involved) by someone other
than 2 member of tlic university administraticn.
Innovative procedurzs for studeni evaluatior should be encouraged in
departrents, schools. or universiis-wide. Examples of programs ave:
AsXk graduating senicrs %o rate courses and instructors
Develop stuient accountability. Develop a precedure to get
responsgible feedbacik from students, but pretect them.
Aslt graduates to evaluate the whole acadenic nrogram:
Are they in the field or zrea in wnichn they graduated.
If rat'. why?
What is the nromotion and salary kls ory sizze graduation.

Have there bwsn jeh chanzgzs and why

What h2s been the value of the course content to their lives?
Peer evaluations chould be separaze from student evaluations. Feer
evaluaticna should bYe made and written before student evaluaticns are
read, Classroom wvisitation by respensible tenured faculty should tode
place with a required forma’ =nd frequency, established by the Acadenlc

Sepzta, Different teaching :mathods might, in fact, evore rethods olier
than visitation to lectures and/or discussion sessions. Similarly,
evaluactions by the department head should be done iadependently of the
tenured fsculty and studeut evalustions. i

Departments and schools adopt clearly defined policies of utilizing student
evaluations in P.E.T. decisions. These policies should be formulated cnly
with the complkte ollaboration of all interested faculty in the depariment
or echocl.

Individual departments be allowed to decide the purpose which they want
student evaluations to serve. Two possible purveses would be as: 1)
measures of student satisfacticn or 2) careful assessment of teochins
effectiveness. If curvose 2) is selected and if objective, measurablo
data are sought, the Committee further reccmmends:
a. Behavioral criteria of teaching effectiveness be delineated so
,that the evaluations can address themselves to these specific points.
b. Well desifned instruments be constructed and checked for methodo-
logical soundness.


http:cl~n�;.ld
http:ror.nt:.on
http:evn.luD.te

R ) d

Annual Costs of Student Evaluation of Faculty

By far the greatest annual cost invelved in student e;aluationn at Cal
Poly is the overhead. Assumirg that the primary purpose of the University is
o bring students and faculty together in one location for the facilitation of
laarning, then about 1% of this time is presently being diverted into doing
studant evaluations. Since the annual cperating cost of this campus is about
46 million dollars, the figure given below is 1% of this.

In nddition to this general cpera*ing cost, there are other ccsts
Feculiar to the student evaluation process. That is, they would not be there
1f the student evaluatioﬁs were not carr;ed out. These include ccwputer time,
compuier staff time, czpartment secretarial and clerical time, and special
forms and pencils, and altogether they add up to an additional annual cost

of abvout 16 thousand dollars,

annual cost
item in dollars

1. Overhead:
(sssuning 15 minutes per quarter per 3-unit clase) scecsceseess 460,000

2. Computer time:
(?6 hom.s per year) [ EEE R R R RN EEE R R RN E R RN BN EERENESEEERENENE RN NN SN NN ) “"em

3. Computer staff time: .
(31*0 hours pEr }"ear) .‘._.l.’.ﬂ..’.l'.l..l.‘.l..l.l...ll..’.ll.. 1,?&

4. Department secretarial and clerical time:
(1tb hours per yecar per faculty net‘.".ber) P40cs0ss0000cssansnnanae 5.3‘00

5. Forrms and. pencils:
(6 dollars per year per faculty member) sevececccerscesssceess L, 8c0

mrAL AR R R R R R N R R A N R L R RN N R 476.400

Itecs 4 and 5 above have large variations from department to department

the figures used seemcd to be good average figures. All the above items vary

Blichtly from vear *o ear.



e.

This seems to Fe an impossible suestion to answer., It is doubtful that either
the faculty or the stidunte could agree on the "standards." Even if they were
in agreement it would be difficult to deteimine if a single variable or several

variables were responsiktle for the change.

f.

The initial letter and a follow-up letter was sent to each School. Responses
were receiv:d from these six Schools; Agriculture and Natural Resources,
Architecture and Environmental Design, Enginsering and Technology, Business
and Social Sciences, Human Develooment and Education, and Science and
Mathematics. The ccmmunications sent to thzse schools and their responses

are conteined in Appendix III.

S.

(Please see sectinn containing data analysis.)
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QUISTIC YAIRS SCHSTRUCTICH

The quectiomnaire which was vtilized as a measure of Laculty opinion
toward shtudert evaluabions was construched in the following mamner:

A. Ttems were initially selacted which pertained to the attitude
arsas considered important by the committee. These arsas
were: 1) the attitudes toward the concept of being evaluated
by students, 2) ettitudes toward the uze of studemt evaluations
by tenured faculty in F.R.T. decisions, 3) atiitudes toward,
the admirictratisn's uwse of studermt evaluations in P.R.T.
decisions and, 4) =zttitudes toward other issues such as psycho-
metric propecties of student evaiuabion devices snd the desired
weignhting given tn student evaluations in P.R.T. decisions.
A1l items viasre reviewed as to their relevance to the respective
attituie zrea in eddition to the item's clarity in wording and
intent. COnly those items were retained for which there was
unanimeous agreemert; among cormitiee members 2s to the iten's

suitability.

B. In order to balance the overzll affective tone of the questinnnaira
2s well as to minimize the effects of careless responding, the
rumbeir of items with positive wording was roughly equal to the
nunber of negativaly worded items.

C. Items were then grouped by attitude area and, together with
“instructions for responding and a cover shest explaining the
purpeses af the survey, ccastitited ths questicnnaire rackage.
Tc assist subseguent deta analyses, quastiomnaires were coded
aceording to the school or werk leestion of the respondent. In
addition to the seven instructional divisions of the university,
an eighth category of respondents from support facilities such as
the counseiing center, A~V services, etc. was also cre=ated,

Reliability and Validity of the Attitude Scales

A. Reliability can be said to refer to the stability or consistency
of a measuring instrument over time. The reliabiliity of the svb-
~ &cales measuring the three principal attitude areas was determined
through tle fuder~Richardson formula which caleulates the inhsrnal
homogeneity <f the subscals.

Table I below shows the reliability coefficients for thase subsceles.

Attitude Area Reliability Coaffizient
. *
1. The concept of siudent evaluations 92,
2. Tenured faculfy's usa of student evaluations S35
3. Adminisiratiou’s use of studemt evaluations 23
oy

0&L.00L Tesle [ Kodar-Richardson reliability coeffacients for three
attitude subscales.
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As can be s:23r, ths subscales are cufficiantly reliable as to
indicate that respondents would prodebly com:le e the questionnaire

in a similer way if they were to fill it o
tima.

t again at a future

r 4

Val:.di vy 1s defined as the accuracy of a measuring instrument,

the excent %0 whicn it messures shet it intends to. The
prefcr“:..‘ w2y aof tast;;‘.;__l.s ing validity is to correlate the scores
of the test, scala, gues io*ur-aue, EuC-, with an accepted critericn
measure of tiie prorerty Or trait which is being assessed. If
the correlatica is high, ther a preliminary ssswarbion of validity
wovld he warramiad,

A3 i3 usuzlly ths case with otiitude surveys, hicwever, there

wera no suiteble criteriz available of the "“cpc.rt.y' be:.nn: measured
in this questicniaira, i.e., faculty satisfaction with stiudent
evaluation zrocedurzs. In ons respact this is an cbviousz fact
since if criterion caasures of faculty attitvdes could be ohtaine

}4

1 <

the precert, survay
it should also be au
attitude scales, su

)
arams that the validity of i

W

r
t5

2.4 nnt have baen at 2al1l neces:srﬂ. Yeob
23 those used in the \..w"ﬂ:l:._"'?&"" cr*ﬂc*‘ an-

n2ire, is asceord 1.:.;'~ derendss primarily ca the care taken aa
iten seleciion a2nd on a procedure callsd iten anslysis.

}.. i
=i

+ el

LG IL

CO""'I""a L2%icns ars
are measur ;.L? D'-E.:

attitudes survsy.

",

4"]:: (:rwr\v»r:1 "'-I“‘

o — e

ions betwsen

oA, 1F &he

11z uh&ﬂ ‘El‘-? scalr‘ is homggensous and the itzcs
23lly the same thing. Table I

'y

Iy
tatal correlaticons for the thrae SLb"-‘C:-ll :5 in th

‘1 shows the iteu-
2 comuittee'sy

—y
t‘i’
(‘.‘n

Concept of Studsnt Zvaluation Subscale

When evalua.t:...o cy teaching apilily, studeits
only consider zy actual teaching performance.
Students are not capable of adequately judging
my effectivernsss as a teacher.

‘Faculty should nct
Despite their limitastions, student evaluations
are one of the bstter sources of information om
teaching effectireness.
Personally, T =22 no
evaluate my teaching,
Students are wilzis and vindieti
evaluate teachirn: =2pility

Ttea-Subpsoale
Total Correlation

o i
...71

bave to be evalusted by students. -5

¥
«75

9
value at all to having students o

=75

*
—.63

*
(" p&O0l) Table II  Item-
attituds subscales.

subscals tot'al carrelations for three
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7. Student evaluations provide valuable feedback .
to me about ry teaching .63
8. Criteria of goed teaching are so hard to define 4
.. thal student evaluations are bound to be worthless. 5 Ty
9. Students are good judzes of my teaching ability. - 78
10. Stulents are in a good position to evzluate my "
teaching ellectiveness. Tl
Item Item-Subscals
t Joroelation
Tenured Faculty's Use of Student Evaluations Total Corzeleiion
l. The current Cal Poly requirement that the results
of studen® svaluatlons must be shared with other *
faculty in verszonnel matiers is a good policy -83
2., Other faculiy %5 Cal Poly put toc ruch erphasis upon é
studeat evalusticns when mekirg personnsl decisions. -.76
3. Cecmpared tc classroom visits by other fooulby as
currestly prachiced at Cal Poly, student evaiuations %
provide batter informztion for ﬁersonrﬂl dacisions. .08
L Student evalusbions are taken out of comtext znd not *
fairly judze=d by ovher faculiy at Cal Poly. =Tl
5. Studsnt inout in the form of the student evalusticns Y
-+~ conducted at Czl Poly is'a worthwhile outside &
source of information for othar froulty. JSTE
2
Item Item-Subscals
Administration's Use of Student Bvalustions Zotal Correlaticn
X. The curremt Cal Po1y requirement that the results
of student evaluations must be shared with the
administraticn in persomnel matters is a good %
policy. «82
2. The administrestion at Cal Poly puts too much empha-
sis on student evzluztions when making personnel decis- 5
ions. -.76
3. Compared to classroom visits by the administration,
as curremtly opracticed at Cal Poly, student
evaluations prcvide better information for personnel %
decisicns. .65
L. Student evaluztions are taken out of context and
not fairly judzed by the administration at Cal Poly. -.73
5. Student ln,u+ in the form of the student evaluations
conducted 2t Cal Poly is a worthvhile ouiside soucce -
of iInformatinn for the administration.’ <75
(*p(.OOl) Tatle 1I (continued) Item-subscale total correlation

for three atiitude subscales.


http:persar:.el
http:worth~vtdle-ou.tsi....ri
http:o...:d.er
http:pro�;i.de
http:rr.c!"r{.ly
http:c.v.:lu3.te

Since whe item-total correlations are, in all cases, very high
and in the «upectzd direction, and due to the care takan in
the questicansire nreparation, the various subscales zre
assumnad teo possess sufficient validity as te ccncludz that the
questionnaire did irdead tap faculty ahtitudes concerning
student, evsluations and their use at Cal Poly. °

Data fnalysis

[Nete: Of agproximaszly 900 aquestionnaires mailed to the Cal
Poly faculty =»rdi cortain nr*s af the sosff, the number of
returnzad, usecatls r.estioxm

U‘.
’u LC-

Cormunicative Arts & Humanities L9
Cru‘\"elin,, Li i:-‘:'::'r, 4=V & Health Certer Sta“f 13
Architecture snd Znrironmental Design 34
Agriculture ani Mszural Rassurces 9L
Engineerinz and Tuchnology . L6
Business zod 3.ciat. 3eiences LA
Human Develorment and Education L7
Science ar.:i ivfat gnatic 78
Miscellareous (individuals who removed the

cover sheer. of thelr qusstiionnai-e and

thus could not be icderdifisd by school) 37
Questiorniaires received after keypurching and data

analysis {approxinately) 50
TOTAL 1,92

«  'The fallowlag pages are nct an attempt to exhaustively analyze
the data cbua_.rs from these questionnairaes. Rather, they
bopefully rarTesert a brief ard understandable sumary cf tha
points censiderea important by this cecmmittee in the discharge of

its appointed t

cr

Table III (se2 next pege) lists the means of the three attitude
subscales by schiool. Although the msans within any of the
sukscalss do differ from schocl to zchool, the differences are

not large encugh to be of any practical simnificance. (The
exceptions t¢ this statement are the mean l:zvels of saisfaction
with the thres attitude areas expressed by the small group of
support stalf and tie Human Develogment and Zducation faculty.

The me=n 3cores for these t...o groups vere censistently highar
than for <he sther L'"‘u.,.q grouns.) Whst is a_'. nificant, hoievray,
is that uirepl for the faculd y of the School of Architecturs and
En ':..or_*"*t;.__ Desizn, 2ll respondert gm'me indicated higher levels
cf satisfactiom idth the ten'**»d faculty's use of student
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evaluations tkan the administration's use of the same informa-
tion in P.R.T. decisions.

MEAN SCC2Z

SCHOJL
Use by Use by~
Concept Faculty Adm.

Cormunicative Arts & Humairities 31.00 1,.67 12.58
Counseling, Library, 2-V, Health Center 38.64 16.36 14.27
Architecture & Envircnmental Dasign 35.38 13.72 13.26
Azricultire & MNatural Resour~es 32.65 13.87 13.43
Engineering & Tschnology 32.18 1447 13.33
Business & Sacial 3ciences 3L.13 14.98 13.75
Human Developuent & Education 37.95 16.82 15.98
Szience & fathematics 32.67 13.49 12,70
TOTAL SANPLI ; 33.69 .53 13.53

Table IIT  School means of three attitude subscales; the concapt
of' studert evaluations and use of student evaluations by tenured
faculty and administraticn in P.R.T. decisions.

,A second aspect aof the general data aralysis was to look at the
relationships among ths three subscales by means of a correlation
matrix. Vhen presemting these correlations in Table IV, it is irmed-
iately avparent that the three subscales are all strongly related.

Sat. with Sats with use Szt. with

' Concernt by Faculty use b ! im,
Satisfaction with concept 5" R
Satisfaction with use by .
Faeulty : .80
Satisfaction with use by
Administrators
*
p<.001

Table I7 Correlations amcng three attitude subscales; the ceoncerpt
of studert evaluations and use by terured faculty and administrators
in P.R.T. dz2cisions.
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Additionally, by exarininz the substantiil correlaticns bebtween tne
concept subscale and the other two subscales, it can be concludad
th:!.u if a Facvliy mesber is zatistfied with the concept of being
evaluabed by stule s, n2 or she is also likely to be sstisfied
with its apzlizaticms. 1t should be menticned however, that corre-—
lablon does neh imply sati_cr and any shatemenls concerning ths
diresticn of the influence among these variavles is5 speculsative.
For inctance, ascuaing that the raculiy will become happier irith the
use of studznt evaluatl or:s in P..T. decisions if thzy could b2 per-
T a

AN
'M‘I"

4

L4 =
suaded to feel Lettls student evaluazicas cer
52, m3ay noo be ccrrect. it cou d just as readily b2 the case that
t"m dirscticn of r:auaality is reversed and the faculbty's attitude
ovard the cencept of st.:::len* evaiuztions are determined by theixr
. on:'nmns 23 to I'o'-r the Infermation will d by the tenurad

1
T Lt i
faculty in their resgec t?:-fr: separtrents and the admindstration.

o
{7
1 .‘r

A third fecus of the data anel}'sis was upon the attitudes exsrossed
by the facully concerning the wethodological ovrensrbies of the

evzivation lnuirtments used by their respective leperimerts and the
preferred walsting €5 bz given te stulent evalustion data in P2.R.T.

decisions.

Respernses to the irdividual items measuring these aliituols
deszribed in a lster :.':ci icn ¢f this repart. Hewever, th:
elso eonsidered an analysis uf the relatisnshivs among e
variablez “o ba if‘.‘::} _-.\,anu.

W
ia
‘:

1 - . . . e g
(Mr Teble "V shows ths coroslatiorns amorng these vardsbles. As indlcated

w/ meth.e Pre
_prooerties ai

Satiafaction with method- _
ologizal preverties -l 3 e 3%

Preferred weighiing %
given by Faculiy GG

Preferred weighting
given vty Adndnistrators

*p £.001

1 > - . ]
Due to a keypunching evror, the scorinz diraction of the preferred

weighting "‘“:.::lev ¥AS 1nccr'r.'ect. Therefcre, the necative corre-
lations shoild bH: interpreted as incrgases in preferred weighting
of studemt svaluztion data being paired with incresses ir the second
variabls, T

o Teble V  Correlations betwesn satisfaction with the methcdolsogiczl
f\ﬂlﬁ‘; proparties of student evaluation instruments and the preferred weighting

given by tenured faculty and administratcrs in P.R.T. dzcisions.
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in the +au"e, if i3 clea= that as faculty are more satisfied with
Lhe nethuaologi2al propars “ies of evaluation forms, they wzs‘n tu2n Lo hare

3"

pooe Wewzal in vin3onnel desisicns r-'m + by tenured fa".:.:..y andd b

& —

~

gdminiastraiina,  Arzin, cagtlon shouwld be urged 3in impting ary
dirertiv of cessddsy Lo thnzse data

:

e W o .
E wEs b ddtle gt tes velanions
:1& varizoles examinsd in

‘;
L0 This a..c.Lys.La ar= centained

4 final =arect
ships botuten

Tutile V. hsz o
in Tahle VI. oiniy w0 conclusions seea relsvant,
Firsi, &5 tns zabis vith the mebhodologizzl propestles
cf evalaabic reasses, S0 2oés ibs satmi‘ac*icn incressz in
regards to b of beinz eriluzied vy students zrd the 32s of

i ?aD.T. dasisicns. Soacond, s the faculty

studsns evalusticn daia in
feals bebhcr zheis ¢ conctat of student evaluations and use o
studert evsluatilins iz perscnnel decisions, they would iike tham t9
have more we2ight in those

Accordingly, %ho data in Tegbles V and VI Indicate thst

logical. properties of A"=1u=".m AN MINaLis, Qe

velddity, =y be 3 pivsial juctor #a Soe present Daror cver stidlent
ersluationg and any ellaris Soward ismpovine

T'*r.-, ":‘.'?,':.:', ewalngt, L3n ingionments wonté 10

re

e - ‘3
- i B o~ T L T

cositive atbitudes Loward the eralussica oo

e

Satielnaticn with

Satisfaction w/ methodo— - % ;
logical propertics 55 59 .34

Preferred weighting given *1 ; » ‘

by fesulty -.52 —.55 K
Preferred weightirg given et *1 ¥
by edministirators -.51 -.53 -.53 °

*

p<.001

l-‘

S:ze foctnche undar Table V (pag

Table VI Cx."rh._’::.“'.-s cetiesn thres attitude subscales, sat J.Sf’ sticn

with mahnndaological vrepsriies of studant evaluatica instru-

.‘.ent_-. anc the piefarred w#eizhting given to student 2valu-
ations by tenured faswliy and administrators.

w
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Recognizing the potential imooftance_atbachgd tc a large scale su-ve
such as this the comnittee also considered it necessary to present tge

answers to each item on the questionnaire, singly. Therefore, the
following pages contain histograms describing the responses to each
of the questionnaire items. In addition to the number of responses
given by the total faculty in each response category, the mean (avarage)
response is indicated as well as the standard deviation. The standard
deviation refers ta the dispersion or variability of the respcnses

to the particular iten.

Although not an exhaustive analysis, the committee mernticns the
following aspects of the response patterns which appeared to have
particular relevance.

1. There are two rather clear "camps" regarding student evalu-
atlons, as evidenced oy the large standard deviaticns and
the common bimedal distributions. (See items 1,2,3,4,6,11,
12,19,20,21)

2. Faculty members do consider students to have some worth-
while contribution to make in eveluating teaching. (sse
tems 2,4,6,7,9,10) :

2. Paculty cembers tend to believe in the concest of studem:
evaluatirn. (se2 items 3,5,2)

L. Faculty members place limits on the "completoness”™ of studamt
evaluztions. (see item 1 and bimcdal distribwtions on items
2,3,4:6,15,16;

S« In =zome instances faculty membsra are not satiasfied with
the application of studerd evaluation data in P.R.T.
decisiens &t Cal Poly. (see items 11,12,14,183)

As explanatory notes, the histograms on the following pages pertain
to the respoenses of the total university sample. School by school
nformaticen is contained in Acpendix A. Additicnally, a mugber cf
unsolicited commeris were made by faculty cn their returned questicn-
naires. These comments are contained in Apcendix B. Finally, for
questions 1-21, the respcnse categories were ag follows: '

l. = Strongly disagree

2. = Mildly disagree

3. = No opinion or reutral
L. = Mildly agree

5. trongly agree

For questicns 22 and 23:

1. = 80 -~ 100%
2. = 60"' 7%
3. = 4O - 59
Le = 20 - 3%
5. = 0- 19%
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X uhen evaluating my teaching abi]ity.. 2. Students are not capable of adequately
"students only considar my actual teaching Judging my effectiveness as a teacher.
perfonmance.[

1 2 3 4 5 AR

H.R.},
X =25 5.0 = 13 ¥ =272 5.0, =1.64
3. FacuIty should not have to be evalu- " 4, Despite their Timitations, student eval-
ated by stucents. gations are one of the better sources of

{nformation on teaching effectiveness.

) tH.R.
X = 2.61 £.0. = 1.81 X = 3.31 $.D. = 1,46 |
5. Fersonaliy, I see no value at all to 6. Students are unfair and vindictive when
having students evaluate my teaching. they evaluate teaching ability.

1.2 3 & % &R
s.0. = 1,33 Xx=243 $.0. = 1.30

5

n.R.|

HP = no recoonce Y = Maan EOR S R e



7. Studant evaluations provide valuable
feedback to me ahout my teaching.
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+13. Other faculty at C2) Poly put too
ruzh enphasis uron studant evaluations
vhan naking personne] dacisions

) 105 1081 .
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X = 3.17 S.D. = 1.24

<13, Joarpared to classroom visits by other
facuity as currently practiced at Cal Poly,
student evaluations provide better infor-,
mation for personnel decisions.
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17. Student evaluations are taken out of
context and not fairly judged by cther
faculty at Cal Poiy.
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X = 315 $.D. = 1.24

N.R. = no response

X = Nean

14, The d~1nt=tr=t1qn at Cel Poly put
too ruch erphasis upon student evaluatlons
when mzkina personn2l ucc1swans
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16, Corpared to classroom visits by the
administration as currently practiced at
Cal Poly, student evaluations nrovicde
better information for personnel dzcisions.
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18, Student evaluations are taken out of
context and not fairly judged by the admin-
{straticn at Cal Poly.
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S.0. = Standard Ceviation



19. Studnt irput, in tha forn of th? stu- 20, Student input, in the form of thre ﬁtu;
d:nt evaluztions conducted at Cal Poly is cent evaluations conducted at Cal Poly is
a yorthiiile outsice source of information worthwhile outside source of inform:tion
for other faculty. for the administration,
50 ! '
40 \
el
30 g |
' -7 ; I
20 pion 57 | ? rfjg‘_. 7
JiRE 1y
5. L;] l | o X o 1
1 2 3 5 H.R. 5 li.R.
X = 3.16 S.D. = 1,45 X = 2.99 s.0. =145
21. The Student Evaluation insirument used 22. Assuming that a statistically sound
by my capartment at Cal Poly is valid and instrument could be developed vhich could
‘reliable, . measure your effectivenecs as a tezcher as
. i seen by studants, how much weight :ould
50 ' you iike student evaluations to have in
’ ; perscnnel decisions which ars made by other
0 i facuity members in your departrment,
i 116 a ‘
2 7‘1 7778 ?“*j | 50 | ,
e e U -
g T 30 g 40 |
ELEY 3 i £ ' 130 -
0 S il : S S | 30 115 e 107
1 2 3 4 5 MR, 45 P
- ) 20 5§ & 3 } i
X = 2,635 SAh. = 1.34 10 i % ! j 24
= OV-E - . {‘ £ 2} i S
23. Bssum’ng that a statistically sound 1 s 3 4 5 MR,y

fnstrument could be developed evhich could
rm2asure your effectiven2ss as a teacher as
seen by students, how much weight would

you like student evaluations to have in
persenre] cecisions which are made by admin-
fstrators in your department.
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