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UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE
303 MULLIHEN HALL
PHONE. 302-738-2829 August 17 . 1975

MEMORANDUM

TO: All Faculty Members

FROM: E. Paul Catts, Vice President ‘/)
University Faculty Senate

SUBJECT: Regular Senate Meeting, September 8, 1975

In accordance with Section IV, paragraph 6 of the ConstiEntion, the
regular meeting of the University Faculty Senate will be held on Monday,
September 8, 1975 at 4 PM in Room 110 Memorial Hall.

AGENDA
I, Adoption of the Agenda.

II. Approval of Minutes of the last regular Senate meeting on May 5, 1975
and of two Special Senate meetings on May 12 and May 28, 1975.

I1ITI. Announcements. =
Iv. 01d Business - Proposal from the Committee on Committees to form an
Ad Hoc Committee to the Faculty Senate on Retrenchment (Attachment 1).

V. New Business

A. Final report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Teaching Effectiveness
(Attachment 2).

NOTE: The full final report is lengthy. To economize, six copies
were sent to the College of Arts and Science and one copy
for each of the other college-level units.

B. Resolution from the Committee on Student and Faculty Honors
concerning college responsibility for criteria used in selecting
all honors degree recipients (Attachment 3).

C. Resolution from Leroy V. Svec calling for dissolution of the
University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotions and Tenure
(Attachment 4).

D. Such items as may come before the Senate. (No motion introduced
at this time may be acted upon until the next meeting of the
Senate.)

Attachments are in the hands of your Senators. Distribution also
includes one copy for each ten faculty members of each department.
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESOLUTION FROM THE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES CONCERNING RETRENCHMENT

RESOLVED, that the Senate establish an ad hoc committee to formulate for

Senate consideration and forwarding to the Board of Trustees, policies and
procedures as they affect faculty appointments in a situation of financial
exigency.

AD HOC COMMITTEE ON RETRENCHMENT

CHARGE

To formulate for Senate consideration and forwarding to the Board of

Trustees, recommended appropriate procedures as they affect faculty appointments
because of financial exigency.

These recommendations should include consideration of the following:
Definition of financial exigency.

Procedures for determining financial exigency.

a. Faculty role in decision process
b. Information necessary to make decision and the existence of fimancial
exigency.

Due process for affected faculty members (grievance and appeal).

Severance benefits, retraining, replacement and outside placement procedures
in the case of termination of appointment.

Relation of all procedures to collective bargaining contract.

Report to be delivered to Senate at its regularly scheduled meeting in

November or December, 1975.

MEMBERSHIP

1. One member nf the Senate Committee on Faculty Welfare and Privileges.

2. Three elected faculty senators, one of whom shall be Vice President of the
Senate.

3. Two additional faculty members who are not senators.

4, The Assistant Provest for Budget Planning and Evaluation (non-voting

member ).

The chairperson of the Committee shall be an elected senator. At least

one of the voting Committee members shall be a woman; at least one of the
voting Committee members shall be a former administrator.
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Committee on Committees' nominees for membership to the Committee:

Stephen Finner, Chairperson

Stephen Finner)
George Cicala )

Elected Senators
Paul Catts, Vice President of the Faculty Senate
Gordon Bonner, Member, Committee on Faculty Welfare and Privileges

Anthony Graziano, Assistant Provost for Budget Planning and Evaluation

Heywood Brock )

Carol Hoffecker) Non-senator faculty members

8/17/75






UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE
NEWARK. DELAWARE
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UNIVERSITY FACULTY 5ENATE
303 HULLIHEN HALL
PHONE 302-738-2329 June 11, 1975

MEMORANDUM

TO: Dr. Theodore Braun, President

University Faculty Senate
FROM: Ad Hoc Committee on Teaching Effectiveness

John Burmeister

William E. Cashin

Betty J. Haslett 7.
William Latham, Chairman ;%éﬁ?;;ceu
Charles Marler

Wayne Stoltzfus

SUBJECT: Final Report of Committee

Attached is the final report and recommendation of the Ad Hoc Com-—
mittee on Teaching Effectiveness. It contains a recommendation that a
centralized, University-wide student course/instructor evaluations system
be implemented along with discussion of the recommendation and related
recommendations. Attached as appendices are: (1) an extension of the
discussion of the recommendation, (2) research references pertaining to
it, (3) a previously-issued report on student ratings of teaching which
supports the Committee's report, (4) a sample evaluation instrument,

(5) a2 discussion of some problems involved in attempting to define
teaching effectiveness, (6) a previously-issued report on the activities
of a 1969 Coumittee on the Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness which this
Committee endorses, and (7} a copy of this Committee's previcus report to
the Senate.

We believe that our report can provide a basis for wide discussion
of the evaluation of teaching effectiveness and of the specific recom-
mendations in the report. We hope that in the discussion of evaluating
teaching effectiveness, the goal of improving teaching effectiveness will
not be overlooked. We also believe that the evaluation of teaching
effectiveness cannot rely solely upon student input through a course-
instructor evaluation form.

The need to implement the recommendations of this committee, the need
to expand the scope of the evaluation process, and the need to continually
encourage improvement in teaching effectiveness leads us to recommend the
establishment of a standing committee on teaching effectiveness.

WL/dpe
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RECOMMENDATION FOR A STUDENT COURSE/INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION PROGRAM

A University-wide Course/Instructor evaluation program based upon student
ratings should be developed and continuously directed by a standing committee
of the Faculty Senate which should include significant representation from the
student body.

DISCUSSION OF THE RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the research results available (Costin, et. al., 1971; Menges,
1973) the Committee rejects the contention that students cannot contribute
meaningfully to the evaluation of teaching. However, this information must be
collected systematically and continuously to be useful. At the same time the
Committee recognizes that many problems remain, and reemphasizes that student
ratings should be only one of many sources of information about teaching ef-
fectiveness. (See Committee report of November 21, 1974, Appendix 7).

The overall goal of the proposed program is to improve instruction at the
University of Delaware by providing different kinds of information to different
audiences:

1. Providing information to teachers useful for the improvement of their
instruction,

2. Providing information to academic departments useful for the improvement
of their own courses.

3. Providing information to students to help them select particular courses and
individual instructors.

4. Providing information to chairpersons and administrators upon which they can
base decisions concerning courses and instructors.

This program should be administered by regular University personnel from
one of the University's established offices (e.g., the Instructional Resource
Center). The program being proposed would differ from the past efforts of the
student government in two essential respects; it would be a University-wide
effort under the direction of the Faculty Senate, and it would be administered
by personrel whose primary responsibility was working for the University rather
than pursuing their own education.

To be effective, any program of student course/instructor evaluation, let
alone development, will require a significant commitment of time and other
resources, which ultimately means funds. 1t ig unrealistic, if not unreasonable,
to expect students whose primary obligation is to their studies to be able to
devote the time required to make such a program operate effectively, let alone
efficiently,

One of the major limitations of past efforts at the University to evaluate
courses and instructors has been the "sometime" nature of the efforts. The



Committee recommends that, if the Program is to be implemented, mechanisms be \
developed to insure that a1} courses (at least in the target group, e.g., undepr .~
graduate courses) be evaluated during the evaluation period, and that all
Students taking those ctourses respond. Such procedures will undoubtedly require
considerable study by the standing committee of the administrative and ethical
questions involved, as well as of the considerable cost factor. Student evalu-
Practice in the pasr (Kohlan, 1973) and so avoid some of the problems involved

in taking them all in the last class or at the final exam (Carrier, et. al.,
1974). The Committee recommends that different portions of the data collected

be given to the different audiences, depending upon their needs and the use they
€an reasonably make of the information given to them,

1. Course identification data,

2. Student demographic and background data.

3. A few general summary items evaluating course (unweighted).

4. Additional items evaluating course (weighted by instructor).

5. A fey general summary items evaluating instructor (unweighted).
6. Additional items evaluating course (weighted by instructors).
7. Items on students' learning Progress (weighted by instructor).
8. Items on students' effort (weighted by instructor).

9. Open-ended questions permitting free response,

4, 6, 7, 8, and 9 would be analyzed according to the welghting assigned by the

l. Effectiveness of the lectures,
2. Effectiveness of the discussion groups.
3. Effectiveness of the labs, might be weighted 1, 2, and ¢ respectively in a

lecture—discussion Course where there are no labs and the discussions were
more important than the lectures.
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Type 10 items could be added by each instructor or department to suit individual
needs. These items could be automatically analyzed by a computer program and
gummary data could be supplied to the instructor along with statistical informa-
tion concerning the relationship of the individual items to the "standard" items.
The open-ended items, if the students were specific enough in their comments,
could provide diagnostic information to the instructor concerning specific
strengths and weaknesses. Supervision by the Faculty Senate Committee charged
with the task would ensure that data would not be distributed to individuals

for whom it is not intended.

The different types of information obtained could be used by different
audiences, depending upon their needs. The Committee recommends that the open-
ended information be solely for the instructor's use, because to be accurately
interpreted, all of the comments of the entire class must be studied in some
detail. Usually only the instructor has the time and motivation to do this.
Perhaps the instructors should not even be permitted to select any of this infor-
mation to be included in their dossiers.

The data from the individually developed items should also go only to the
instructor, but with the option of being included in the instructor's dossier
as long as the data concerning the relationship of these items to the general
items were included.

Data concerning the effectiveness of the course should be available to the
chairperson as well as the instructor. Depending upon the structure of the
course, some of these items might also be included in the instructor's evalua-
tion if the instructor was free to determine this aspect of the course. If
not, these items should be excluded from the instructor's evaluation. An
example of the latter would be students' evaluations of the textbook where a
common textbook is required to be used in all sections of a course.

Items related to the instructor's evaluation should go both to the instruc-
tor and to the chairperson. Excepting the general summary items and possibly
factor scores (if later research indicates that some meaningful scores can be
developed), the Committee recommends that detailed information about both
instructors and courses should not be routinely sent to promotion committees
and administrators outside of the department, but rather should be summarized
by the department. This is because of the considerable time required to read
and interpret the detailed information. The department is in the best position
to meaningfully summarize and interpret the details. Only in specific cases
where an extra-departmental comnmittee or administrator requests additional infor-
mation to answer specific questions does it seem appropriate to provide all of
the detailed analyses.

The general summary items (and possibly factor scores) seem to be the infor—
mation most useful to students in choosing courses and instructors and for
evaluations outside of the individual departments. In addition to such summary
information based upon ratings, the faculty should supply to the student govern-
ment brief descriptive course information concerning such things as format,
number and type of assignments, examinations, and the like.

CONCLUSION: 1In the judgment of the Committee it is possible to develop a
University-wide program which will permit instructors and departments consider-



of scale ag well as assuring everyone of Program continuity anpd technical sup-
port. But most importantly, in the judgment of the Committee, sSuch a Program

Finally, although the Committee Strongly Supports the recommendations made,
it recognizes that considerable work remains. The Committee's strongest recom-
mendation, if the Senate vVotes to pursue it further, ig that all of the groups
who would uge thisg information be given the opportunity to Provide input apd
become involved in the development of this program,

this report and Appendix 5 tontains g discussion of some of the Problems involved
in attempting to define teaching effectiveness,
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Appendix 1

FURTHER DISCUSSION OF THE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee is not unreservedly certain of the wisdom of a University~
wide student course/instructor evaluation. However, on balance, the advantages
of University~wide evaluation seem to outweigh the disadvantages.

Among the advantages of a University-wide evaluation are the economies of
scale possible from centralized administration of the evaluatious. Duplication
and processing costs can be significantly reduced. More useful summaries can
also be prepared when a larger number of users makes the necessary computer
programming worthwhile. From the viewpoint of the department, the centraliza-
tion of the evaluation process would also reduce the cost of obtaining useful
evaluation information. The centralization of a large quantity of evaluation
data also enhances the possibilities for research on teaching evaluation so
that the results may be more useful and more accurately interpreted. Finally
there may be some possibilities for valid University-wide comparisons based
upon common evaluations,

There are, of course, many disadvantages to a University-wide evaluation
system. The gain in commonality might be offset by the loss of departmental
differences, except in those items developed by each department for inclusion
on the particular forms used by only that department. Also the confidence which
departments or colleges place in an evaluation instrument may be reduced to the
extent that the design of such an instrument is not directly under their control.
A related problem may be that when departments are not forced to produce their
own evaluations they are not required to consider the evaluation of teaching as
explicitly or as intensiwely as when they must develop their own evaluations.

As the preceding implies and the discussion in Appendix 5 makes clear the
use of evaluation devices without explicit recognition of the impact on the
evaluation of perceived learning of a large number of variables not under the
control of the instructor is unacceptable in an enlightened academic community.
The possibility, or probability in the view of many, that evaluation devices
such as student course/instructor evaluations will be used in an unenlightened
manner continues to be one of the greatest disadvantages to such devices. Any
attempt to impose a single University-wide procedure without specific assurances
regarding who will get the results, how the results will be used, and how the
results will be modified before use to account for unique aspects of individual
departments and courses might justifiably produce a faculty rejection of a com-
mon procedure. The Committee believes, nevertheless, that there are considerable
advantages to some degree of commonality in the process of evaluating teaching
effectiveness. This is especially true for a student course/instructor evalua-—
tion program. It is essential that this proposal, or any other similar proposal,
be circulated widely among the faculty, administration, and students, so that
whatever program is finally decided upon has the benefit of substantial input
from all of the groups who will be involved in the program. The Committee
recommends that discussion of and comments on any proposed program be solicited
both through open forums and through written surveys of faculty, administration,
and students which provide a medium for anonymous comment.
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Appendix 2

RESEARCH LITERATURE

made here to cover that llterature, but four recent review articles are cited
which have bibliographies that provide excellent coverage of the relevant
research literature. 1Ip addition to thege four general references, specific

however, sipce there are often inconsistencies ip the findings, the interested
reader is urged to consult the studies themselves, including the four general
references. Our review of the recent literature hag not been exhaustive, We

GENERAL REFERENCES--Costin et al (1971), Eble (1970), Kulik and Kulik (1974),
and Mengeg (1973).

RELIABILITY--Student ratings tend to be reliable--Bausell and Magoon (1972b),
Harvey and Barber (1970), Spencer and Aleamoni (1970).

VALIDITY--There is support for the validity of student ratings--Bausell and
Magoon (1972b), Doyle and Whitely (1974), French-Lazovik (1974), Frey (1973),
Gessner (1973), McKeachie et a]l (1971), Sullivan and Skanes (1974).

COURSE CHARACTERISTICS——There is some evidence that class size, required vs.
elected courses, and subject material do affect student ratings--Bausell and

INSTRUCTOR CHARACTERISTICS——Results are mixed concerning whether the instructor
rank or rersonality influence student ratings--Bausell and Magoon (1972v),
Costin and Grush (1973), Grush and Costin (1975).

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS-—Results are mixed ctoncerning the degree of influence,
if any, the student's sex and Year level have upon ratings~-~Bausell and
Magoon (1972b), Elmore and LaPointe (1974}, Kohlan (1973), McKeachie et a]
(1971).

GRADES, GRADE POINT AVERAGES, AND EXPECTED GRADES--The evidence is mixed op
whether there ig any relationship between grades or grade point averages, and
Student ratings; there is a suggestion of 2 relationship for expected grades--—
Bause]l and Magoon (1972a), Granzin and Painter (1973), Kohlan (1973),
Rosenshine et a] (1973).
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Appendix 3

STUDENT RATINGS OF TEACHING

William E. Cashin

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a usable introduction to the
research on student ratings of teaching effectiveness for faculty and depart-
ments who wish to develop questionnaires.

The research on student ratings indicates that they are reliable, i.e.,
yield consistent ratings. More importantly, the research suggests that
student ratings are valid, i.e., are related to such characteristics of ef-
fective teaching as instructor preparedness, clarity, and intellectual stimula-
tion. In general student ratings have little or no relationship to student
characteristics such as sex, GPA, obtained grades, or expected grades, (although
some studies have found exceptions, e.g., a study at the University of Delaware
found a definite relationship between expected grades and student ratings). The
memorandum also reviews some studies which have attempted to disceover the
dimensions which underlie many student rating forms. Several common areas were
identified, e.g., organization, clarity, stimulation, interaction with students,
grading and evaluation. Several examples of items for each area are given for
consideration in developing questionnaires. There is also a brief discussion
of some distinctions which might be made in using student ratings for instructor
evaluation versus course evaluation.

Further, the memorandum discusses some of the problems with student ratings,
Typically questionnaires have concentrated on faculty and course characteristics
and have been less concerned with student characteristics. Questionnaires should
reflect student effort and interest as well as instructor behavior if a compre-
hensive measure of teaching effectiveness is to be obtained. The best designed
courses taught by the most competent teachers will result in little learning
unless the students also exert themselves, especially at the college level. The
possibility of using some measure of student achievement, as well as of student
opinion, to measure teaching effectiveness is also discussed.

Finally, the memorandum suggests some possible solutions to adapt a stan-
dard questionnaire to individual courses., For example, providing a mechanism
for the instructor to key or weight items to fit his (her) course, providing
space for additional items, and very importantly providing space for students
to give some free responses not limited to predetermined alternatives. Such
information tends to be particularly useful to instructors in improving their
teaching and can provide information which the exclusive use of quantitative
data does not.
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STUDENT RATINC- OF TEACHING

Students have been expressing their opinions about the teaching they
receive for centuries. Students in medieval universities are said to
have shuffled their feet if they felt the lecture was poor. In the United
States some universities have been using objective rating forms at least
as far back as the 1930's., At present several universities have developed
their own questionnaires and have researched them extensively. The purpose
of this memorandum is to provide interested faculiy with a usable summary
of the major findings of the research on student ratings of college teach-
ing. It brieflv describes some studies which have attempted to discover
the dimensions which underlie studert ratings and lists sample items for
faculty consideration in developing rating forms. Fimlly, the memorandum
outlines some of the problcms which must be answered in developing a com-
prehensive questionnaire and suggests scme possible solutions. Hopefully
all of this information can serve as a starting point for continued ex-
ploration of means of assessing teaching effectiveness and of providing
data to the variety of intercsted parties, recognizing that differvent
people desire different kinds of information. In the body of the memo-
randum a distinction is made between data which is appropriate in evalu-
ating a course and data to be used to evaluate the teacher. Often both of
these kinds of data provide very limited information to the teacher in im-
proving his or her instruction. TFinally, students trying to pick a course
or an instructor may want still other information. Resolution of these
and other questions will require the attention and cooperation of all of
the parties concerned,

The literature on student ratings is quite extensive, and this sum-
mary does not attempt to cover it exhaustively, rather it attempts to
cover only the major findings.

Costin et al (1971) have reviewed the literature and their article is
the most up-to-date on the topic. Their list of references provides ex-
cellent coverage of the research. They concluded that studeat ratings
could provide both reliable and valid information on the quality of courses
and instruction.

Reliability -- the research findings consistently support the conclusion

that student ratings of classvoom instruction are relizble, that is, would
yield similar ratings if repeated. Correlations for mecasures of internal
consistency, the extent tc which items in the form correlate with other
items or with total scores of the same form, range from the high .70s into
the .90s. Correlations mecasuring stability, ratings given at one time re-
lated to thosc given later, are slightly lower, ranging from the low ,70s
to the high .80s.

Validity -- the roscaveh is also sunpertive of rthe validity of student
ratings, that is, thewe ratings do rcoflect teaching cfioctiveness rather
than somc extrancous variable, 15 2 texcher's popularity, Student ratings
in general arc not o Tunction of student characteristics, i.e., there are
only weak relationships, at best, betwoen rvatings and student's sex (some
vomen give higher ratings), GPA, obtained grade or oxpected grade in a
course. BLauscll and Mapeon (1972) o0 the University of Delaware, however,

found a deflinite tendoncey fovr «tivdents who expected higher grades to give
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more positive ratings, Uppercla55men, especially graduate students, do
tend to give Somethat mor pusitive ratings, but it ig possible that y,
universitieg providz more effective instruction ae these levels, "

Re]ationhhips do ¢xist belween certain course characteristies and

Student ratin, ., uired cogrsoes receive more negative ratings than
elaectives do, Smail classes tend to receive more positive ratings
than large clzsses.  Studies comecrning level of class (e,g., freshman,

ete.) have yi:lded pived results; level of class, hovever, is probably
confounded with Loy, ilze of class ang required cour:ea, Bausell and
Hagoon (1972) ang Linsky and Stragss (1972) found that ecertain depart-
ments tend to receie hore positive ratings than others do, but the re-
sults were not consistant enough to generalize,

Student ratings seemed to be based primarily on valigd criteria,
such attributes as instructor Preparedness, clarity, and intellectual
Stimulation rather than entertainment valye, This is not to say that ga
nore interesting teacher doeg not, nor should not, make learning
Wore enjoyable for his or her students. Regarding the personality of
effective teachers, effective teachers Probably are more enthusiastic,
agreeable, ang emotionally stable, than less effective ones, although
this research is only suggestive, Student ratings correlate positively
with ratiugs by the teacher's colleagues and department chairman, but
not to such g Ereat extent that they provide redundant information, The
empirical findings Suggest that if there is any relationship between re-
Scarch Productivity angd student ralings of teaching, it is g4 very weak one, 1

Logically, teaching effectiveness should be reflected by student
learning, and therefore, student learning should provide 4 good criterion
to test the validity of student ratings, The difficulty, and it is a
major one, is that there are. fow comprehensive mecasures of student learn-
ing available. Other than using grades, little research is available,

A study by Morsch et aj (1956) Studying learning in an aircraft mechanics
course found 5 correlation of 4] between student gains ip learning and
Student ratings of the instructor's "teaching ability." A recent study
by Frey (1973 comparced final grades, corrected for the students! SAT
Scoresz, on g departnental final exam for two levels of calculus, with
several studenr rating items, The mean correlations for the student
ratings of the ruo courses ranged from ,3] for teacher accessibility,
k.g., the teacher listened to Students' questions and was willing to help)
to .87 for student dcconplishment (e.q., this course has developed my
ability to examine thea evidence in this field). Obviously more research
is Teguired, but these two studies suggest that studentsg give higher
Tatings to teachers vhen they learn more,

In conecluding, Costin et al (1971) point out that classroom teaching,
which ig essentially what Student ratings evaluate, falls short of com-
plete evaluation of 4 faculty member's teaching effore; direction of grad-
uate theses, independent Study, departmental colloquia, guest lecturing in
other courses, and development of instructional material must also be con-
sidered jin evaluaring , faculty membe % total teaching.



DIMENSIONS OF STUDENT RATINGS

Most student rating forms have uscd objective items numbering from
as few as 10 to 50 or more. Understandably, there has been some interest
in discovering if there are a fe identifiable dimensions which underlie
these various items. The following discussion points out the considerable
similarity in student rating forms and lists sample items of the more
common dimensions. These items can be used as examples of items which
tap the various aspects of teaching.

Factor analysis is the statistical techaique which has typically
been used in thesc studies. Since not all questionnaires utilize the
same iterns and since the factors (dimensions) which result in a study are
greatly influenced by the originzl mix of items, identical factors have
not been discovered. The studies which provide the data that will be dis-
cussed here found from 4 to 14 factors. Despite the lack of identity
among the various factors, hewever, there is enough similarity among many
of them that they can be combined without too much distortion resulting.

Seven Studies ~- the discussion which follows is based upon seven factor
analytic studies; five which investigated rating instruments used at
various universities, and three more 'pure research" studies which at-
tempted to identify the dimensions which underlie student ratings of
teaching, Although the studies by Isaacson et al (1964) and Deshpande
et al (1970) are probably the most often cited in the more recent liter-
ature, no claim is being made that these seven studies are necessarily
representative of all of the resezrch.

Below are listed the~number and names of the factors from each of
the studies. As those familiar with factor analysis know, naming the
factors is problematical. The anclysis simply gives the weighting of
each item or question on ecach of the factors. The researcher must read
through all of the items which zre weighted on a given factor and make
up a name vhich describes that factor, Thus the factor names should be
taken with a grain of salt, The listing below also gives a two letter
code which will be used in the later discussion and indicates whether
the questionnaire is copyrightad,
University of Delaware (Bausell and Magoon, 1972) --UD
1. Instructor Impact
2. Classvoom Dialoguz/I
3. Course Difficuliy/¥o
4. Texthook

University of ilichigan (Lszscsnn et al, 1964) -- MI (Copyrighted)
1. Gencrn:l Teaching £kill

nscructional Procedure
rkload

2, Qverload
3. Structiure
4, Tecdbae!
5. Group Interactisu
6. Student-Teacher Rappor:c
Michigan State Unjwersity (Oiiice of Evaluation Services, 1971) -- MS

. Student Interest

. Course Domands

. Student-Instrac:ior
. Coursc Organizatisn

. Instructor Involvaom:nt

T

Interaction

LV I = R DU N
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Pennsylvania State Universitys (Stickell, 1967) -- Ps (Copyrighted)
General Course Attitude

lcthed of Instruction

Course Content

Interest-~Attention

Instructor

Spocific Tiems

c\u'l-p‘(b‘fdh‘

Dechpande et al (1970) -- pg
1. Motivation

. Rapport
. Structure
. Clarity

. Content Mastery

. Overload

« Evaluation Functien

. Use of Teaching Aids
9. 1Instructional Skill
10. Teaching Style

11. Encouragement

12. 1Individual Assistance

13. Interaction

14. Text-adherence

O~ v~

Frey (19732) -- FR (Copyrighted)
1. Clarity of Presentations
2, VWorkload
3. Personal Attention
4. Class Interaction
5. Orgonization - Planning
6. Grading
7. Student Accomplishment

Hildebrand et al (1971) -- ur
1. Analytic/Synthetic Appreach
. Organization/Clarity
. Instructor-Group Interaction
- Instructor-Individual Student Interaction
Dynamism/Enthusiasm

A S ¥R XY

Even a casual reading of the factor names reveals saveral similaricies.
Several studies found factors dealing with organization, clarity, workload,
and intevaction. The Instructor Impact factor (UD) and General Teaching
Skills (MI) 4ppear to be general factors and contain irems similar to thase
appearing on special factors in other studies. Logic suggests, and these
studies support the fact, that instructor characteristics and course charac-
teristies should be considered Separately. The inscructor has control over
how well organized a course is, but may not be able to do much about its
level of difficulty. Such distinctions are also relevant to the varying
uses to which student ratings may be put. If the evaluation is to be uysed
to make decisions regarding pay, ranl, or tenure, aspacts of the course
over vhich the instructor has ro cont vol should be excluded from consider-
ation, for example the evaluation of 1 textbook required by the department.
Eut such information may be most relcvant to the department in evaluating
its programs.

*These identical items arc also usad at the University of Illinois
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Areas and Items -- this section outlines the areas which most often are
covered by student ratings of teaching and lists sample items appropriate
to that area. The source of the item is identified by the two letter
code. The form of the items vary considerably because different question-~
naires use different formats. In some cases the student is to rate the
effectiveness, say, from 1 to 5, in others the student agrees or disagrees
with the statement, in still others the student is to indicate on some
scale how frequently the behavior occurs. Nevertheless, the substance
of each item should be clear to the reader.

INSTRUCTOR - ORGANIZATION

Instructor's organization of the course material (UD)

He decided in detail what should be done and how it should
be done (MI)

Followed an outline closely (MI)

Had everything going according to schedule (HI)

Planned the activities of each class period in detail (MI)

Class time was well spent (HI)

The instructor appeared to relate course concepts in a
systematic way (MS)

The course was well organized (MS)

The instructor's class presentation made for easy note
taking (MS)

The direction of the course was adequately outlined (MS)

Course material was poorly organized (PS)

Generally the course was well organized (PS)

Presentations were logically arranged (DS)

Planned activities of each class period in detail (DS)

Everything went according to schedule (DS)

Seemed to work without a plan (DS)

Spent time on unimportant and irrelevant matters (DS)

Each class period was carefully planned in advance (FR)

The instructor organized the course schedule in a detailed
fashion (¥R)

Class activities were scheduled in an orderly way (FR)

Is well prepared (HI)

Gives lectures that are easv to outline (HD)

Summarizes major points (HI)

States objectives for each class session (HI)

INSTRUCTOR - CLARITY

Instructor's preseutacion and explanation (vD)
How explicit did rhe instructor make his coursc policies
(course objectives, claricy of assignments, relative weight
of tests,pipers, attendance requirements) (UD)
He explained elearly and his explanations were to the point (ML)
He made it clear how each topic fit into the course (MI)
Used illustrations based on practical expericnce (DS)
Cxplained in simple words (DS)
Expressed couecepts at level uunderstood by stvdents (D5)
Presentations were above the heads of students (DS)
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Talked so fast that students could not unders tand (DS)
Difficult to copy what he rut on the boardg (hs)
The instructor's presenlations hiolped to clarity fmportanc
concepls (FR)
The instruetor Presented material clearly and summairized
major points (FR)
The instructor made good use of cxamnlos and illustrations (Fr)
Explains clearly (Hr)
Is carcful and precise in answering questions (1)
Identifies what he considers imporrant (1)

INSTRUCTOR - STIMULATION

Degree of intellectua) stimulation (D)

Instructor's apparent interest in teaching the course (D)

He put his material across in an fnteresting vay (M1)

le stimulated the lntellectual curiosity of his students (MI)

He tried to increase the interest of class members in his subject {MI)

The instructor was enthusiastic whan Presenting course material (MS)

The instructor scemed to be intercsted in Leaching (MS)

The instructor's use of cxamples or personal experiences helped
to get points across in class (MS)

You felt that this course challenged you intellectually (MS)

The course held my interest (PS)

The instructor seemed to consider teaching a cliore or routine
activity (PS)

Encouraged students to think for themselves (D8)

Tried to increase interest of the class in subject (DS)

Tried to get you to see beyoud the limirs of the course (DS)

Prescnted problems as o challenge to the clage (Do)

Seemed bored with teacliing (DS)

Just rehashed texr (DS)

Humorcus at appropriate times (DS)

Used illustrations bascd on practieal experience (DS)

Did licele things that made it pleasant to Lo iy his class (D3)

Put subject across in a Lively wav (n3)

Is a dynamic and cecrgetic person (13)

Has an inferesting style of presentation ()

Scems to enjoy teaching (HT)

Is enthusiastic about ltis subject (nr)

Seems to have self-confidence ()

Varies the speed and Lone of hijsg voice (HT)

Has a sense of humor (H1)

INSTRUCTOR - INTERACTION WiTH STUDENTS

Deseribe the general atmospliere in the elassrooy, (relaxed) (up)
Instructor's effectiveness in moderating ¢ lass discussion (um)
Tnstructor's respect ol the stnudent as an indivigual (um
In his class, 1 felt free to xpress my opinion (1))
Students argue with one anoth r ad with insiroctor but

not necessarily with hosiility (Mf)
The students frequently volm cered theic own opinions (MI)
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He (the teacher) listened attentively to what class members
had to say (MI)

He was friendly (MI)

He was permissive and flexible (MI)

He explained the reasons for his criticisms (MI)

The instructor was skillful in observing student reactions (MI)

The instructor encouraged students to express opinions (MS)

The instructor appeared receptive to new ideas and others
viewpoints (MS)

The student had an opportunity to ask questions (MS)

The instructer usually stimulated class discussion (MS)

The instructor encouraged the development of new viewpoints and
appreciations (PS)

The demands of the students were not considered by the in-
structor (PS)

There was not enough student participation for this type of
course (PS)

He was courtecous and considerate (DS)

He was friendly (DS)

Encouraged students to ask questions (DS)

Welcomed different viewpoints (DS)

His actions made student feel afraid of him (DS)

Talked down to students (DS)

Declined to help students on problems (DS)

He is willing to give individual assistance (DS)

He took time to help students after class (DS)

He provided time for questions and discussion (DS)

He was not afraid of making mistakes (DS)

He encouraged students to improve their work (DS)

He encouraged class members to work as a team (DS)

The instructor listned to each student's problem and was
willing to help (FR)

The teacher was genuinely concerned about each student's
progress (FR)

Different or unorthodox views were welcome in this class (FR)

Discussion was welcome in this class and students were actively
encouraged to participate (FR)

Students were encouraged to openly express ideas (FR)

Encourages class discussion (HI)

Invites students to share their knowledge and experiences (HI)

larifies thinking by identifying reasons for questioms (HI)

Invites criticisms of his own ideas (HI)

Knows if the class is understanding him or vot (HI)

Knows when students are bored or confused (HI)

Has interest and concern in the quality of his tcaching (HID)

Has students apply concepts to demonstrate understanding (HI)

Has gevuine irts-rest in students= (M)

Is friendly toward students (1)

Relates to students as individuals (HI)

Recognizes and grects students out of class (1I)

Is accessible to students out of class (HI)

Is valued for ndvice not direcctly related to the course (HI)

Respects studeats as persens (1HI)
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INSTRUCTOR - GRADIIIC AND EVALUATION

Fairness in the grading of cxams, quizzes and papers (UD)

Did the instructor's method of evaluation (tests, papers,
cxedciies, cote,) provide g proper measure of your knowledge? (UD)

He maintained definite standards of student Performance (MI)

He told ctndenis when they had done » particularly good job (MI)

He complimented students in front of others (MT)

He criticized poor work (MI)

Instractor did not review tests promptly and in such a way that
students could understand their weaknesses (Ps)

Explained how mucl each tast counted towvard the final grade (DS)

Clearly describied gruding procedures (ns)

Used consistent method in evaluating testsg {DS)

In content, tests WEere representative of assizned material (DS)

He gave advice on hoy to study for the course (DS)

He used constructive criticism (DS)

The grading system in this tourse was fair and impartial (FR)

The grading in this course accurately reflected the Student's
pertormance (FR)

The grades in this course werc based on important aspects of
the course material (FR)

INSTRUCTOR - MISCELLANEOUS

Hildebrand et al's (1971) first factor did not seem to fit closely with
any of the factors treated so far, but the items seem worth considering;

Analytic/Synthetic Approach:

Discusses points of view other than his oun (HI)

Contrasts implications of various theories (uI)

Discusses recent developments in the field (HI)

Presents origins of ideas and concepts (HI)

Gives refercnces for more interesting and involved points (HI)
Presents facts and concepts from related fields (HI)
Emphasizes conceptual understanding (1)

Similar items from other Studies:

The instructor did not synthesize, integrate, or summarize
effectively (PS)

He reguired students to consult reference materials (DS)

ile supplemented the text with materials from other sources (DS)

lie coordinated 1ab work with class work (DS)

He worked problems on the board (DS)

Instructor = Swmmary Ltems

Overall how do you evaluate this instructor (uD)
How would vou rate your instructor in general (all-around)
teaching ability? (MI)
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You generally enjoyed c¢orning to class (MS)

It was a waste of time 1 1g)

Course was not very helpful (PS)

The course was quite useful (PS)

It was a very worthwhile course (PS)

The course increased my general knowledge (PS)
Overall, the course was good (P5)

One of my poorest courses (PS)

Not much was gained by taking this course (PS)

The factors which are discussed next apply to characteristics of the
course. The decision whether to combine these with items which rate the
instructor or to consider them separately should be based upon whether the
instructor has control over the aspect of the course being rated. For ex-
ample, an instructor may have little coutrol over the level of difficulty
of a standard freshman math or science course, or the amount of material
covered in required, introductory courses. Perhaps a system could be de-
veloped that used the same questionnaire for all courses but permitted
each instructor to key the manner in which the data would be analyzed,
separating aspects of the course which were Or were not under the control
of the instructor, omitting items which were not relevant to the course,
etc. With these reservations in mind then, the following items pertain to
the evaluation of the course, and may or may not pertain to the evaluation
of the instructor.

COURSE -WORKLOAD/DIFFICULTY

Difficulty of material covered (UD)

Difficulty of reading (UD)

Difficulty of exams (UD)

Reading load (UD)

Total work (D)

Assigned very difficult reading (MI)

Asked for more than the studonts could get done (MI)

Assigned a great deal of reading (MI)

The instructor attempted to cover too much material (MS)

The instructor generally presented the material too rapidly (MS)

The homework assignments were too time consuming relative to
their contributicn to your understanding of the course
material (MS)

You generally found the coverage of topics in the assigned
readings too difficult (:S)

The examinatibns were too difficult (PS)

Idcas and concepts were devzloped too rapidly (Ps)

daterial in the course was easy to follow(PS)

The course material vas too difficult {PS)

Assiened a lot of burdensom- znd bdusy work (DS)

Deranded an unrcasonable amount of work (DS)

Ascigned very dilficult rcacding (DS)

Asked for more than students could do (DS)

The students had to work hard in this course (FR)

This course required a 1ot of time {FR)

This course had a heavy work load (FR)
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COLURSZ - METHOD

How do you rate the effectiveness of the teaching method used _J
in this course? (uD)

How valuable was the discussion section (ir applicable)? (UD)

How valuable was the lab section (if applicabile)? (Un)

How valuable were the lectures? (up)

“icre courses should be taught this way (Ps)

The way this course was taucht results in hettrer Student learning (PS)

I would take another course which was taught this way (PS)

The types of test questions used were good (PS)

Homework assignments were helpful in understanding the course (Ps)

Mlore outside reading is needed (P3)

He used teaching aids -- slides, films, models to advantage (DS)

Performed eéxperiments or demonstrations for the class (Ds)

Cave helpful demonstrationsg of Principles discussed (DS)

Supplemented text from other sources (DS)

COURSE - {iISCELLANEOUS

The textbook(s) used for this course (UD)

Relevancy of the text (UD)

Clarity of the text (UD)

Overall, how do you evaluate thig course? (UD)

How would you rate the over-all wvalye of this course? (MI)

Although none of the questionnaires reviewed contained such items, \
questions concerning the effectiveness of criterion-referenced tests, pro- =
grarrzed learning, dial-access Systems ard the like,they seem appropriate where
such teaching techniques are incorporated into a course,

PROBLEXS WITH STUDENT RATINGS

Student Effort and Interest

Student ratings have concentrated upon the instructor and the course,
They have paid little attention to the third factor in the learning equation,
the student, other than to gather some bagie demographic data, It is a
truism,eﬁpeciully at the college level, that even with the best designed
Course taught by the most competent teachers, little learning will result
unless the students éxert themselves, Learning at the college level requires
considerably nore than passive exposure to lectures, discussions,or whatever,

Perheps the most frequently used item to reflect student attitude to-
vards the course has been an item asking if the course was required or taken
as an elective, The reason for asking such a question was that students
taking a course as an elective wore probably more interested in the course
and therefore would be more motivated to study,

Recently, Royt et al (1973), in what appears to be one of the better
student rating forms that have been developed, devote one of their four
sections to student “Self~Rating." Scie of these eight items seem to assess
student effory:
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1. I worked harder in this coursc than on most courses I have taken.

2. 1 skipped this class more than three times (not counting absences
due to illness).

3. I took an active part in class discussions and related activities.

4. To date, I have completed all required assignments in this class.

Other items apparently reflect student interest:

5, I had a strong desire to take this course.

6. I would like to take another class from this instructor.

7. As a result of taking this course I have more positive feelings
toward this field of study.

The eighth item: "I have reason to believe I will” make an A or a B
in this course" is open to a variety of interpretations, but it certainly
should have some relationship to student effort,

t seems to be a reasonable hypothesis that student ratings of a course
or an instructor will vary depending upon the degree of interest the student
has and especially the amount of effort the student has expended, Negative
ratings of course or instructor effectiveness by students who have exerted
little effort should be examined closely before much credence is given to
them. 1In this connection, there is evidence which suggests that students
taking courses on a pass/fail basis expend less energy than students taking
it on the regular grading system. Items assessing both student effort and
student interest, therefore, should be included in any student rating form.

Student Achievement

———

Perhaps the major objections to student ratings (or anyone's ratings)
of teaching effectiveness is that they are indirect measures; they are
someone's opinion. Theoreticallyv, effective teaching should result in ef-
fective learning. (This statement also should be taken with a grain of
salt because there is not a one-to-one relationship; one should not fall
into the fallacy of what is taught equals what is learned.) Actual
measures of student learning would be, nevertheless, a better eriterion of
effective teaching, but valid and reliable measures of what the students
have learned are usually not readily available, the studies by Morsch et
al,(1956);and Frey (1973b)}being nocable exceptions,

Hoyt et al (1973) have come up with an intriguing solution, they
simply ask the student to rate his progress on the course's objectives.
The appreoach is not as simple-minded as it first appears. Hoyt (1956%)
cited studies which showved that students' cstimates of thoir first semester
GPA were atout as predictive of grades as equations using SAT scores and high school
rank, and that students' self ratinus of their vocational interests were
about as predictive of carcer cholice as vocational interest fests, In a recent
confercnce Hoyt related that as the result of some of his research he "discovercd™
that the best item to reflect anxiety was: I am often teusc and anxious.
Another of his "discoveries' was that zlcoliolics tend to respond most
positively to the question: Do you often use alcohol Lo excoss? Armed



with this kind of evidence he argued that asking che student how much pro- )
-

2ress he has made vields valid data. ne wis careiul to point out, however,
that the criterion being suggested were averages of clisy ratings, not the
individual ratings of the students.  The averages tend to balance out ip-
dividual deviations,

As the result of several revisions by the faculty at Kansas State Univer-
sity, Hoyt et a1 (1973) developed the following ten objectives which were
considered to include the basic objectives of moasc university courses:

1. Gaining factual knowledge (terminology, classifications,
methods, trends).
25 Learning fundamental Principles, generalizations, or
theories,
3, Learning to apply course material to improve rational
thinking, problem solving and decision making,
4, Developing specific skills, competencies and points of
view needed by professionals in the field most close-
ly related to thig course,
5. Learning how professionals in this field go about the
Process of gaining new knowledge,
6. Developing creative capacities,
7. Developing a sense of personal responsibility (self-
reliance, self-discipline),
8. Gaining a broader understanding and appreciation of {
intellectual-cultural activity (music, science, o

literature, etc.).

9. Developing skill in expressing myself orally or in
writing,

10. Discovering the implications of the course material for
understanding myself (interests, talents, values, etc.),

Whether a Procedure similar to Hoyt et al is adopted or not, some re-
flection of student learning should be included; present GpA or expected
grade in the course are the more ysual items,

tandardizing Uniqueness

A frequent faculty criticism of university-wide student rating forms
is thac they fail to or inadequately evaluate important aspects of a given
course, The criticism has obvious validity; there is considerable vari-
ability ameng university courses, Some attempts to solve this problem
have hzen made,

Regarding their ten course objectives, Hoyt et a1 (1973) have each
faculty member indicate whether the objective is essential, very import-
ant, or of little or no lmportance to the course. ‘The students' responses
are accordingly weighted 2,1, or 0 respectively. Thus, the students’
ratings of unimpoztant objectives are not counted at all, vhereas, ratings
of essential objectives are given double weight in arriving at a single \
summary figure of student PTogress tovard coursge objectives., Sueh an ap- ~
Proach permits cach faculty member ro individualize the form to some ex-



Although Hoyt et al use this approach only for the section on ob-
jectives, there is no reason why the appreocach could not be extended to an
entire rating form. An obvious example would be to omit an item dealing
with labs if the course had no labs (even though some students might have
completed that item). A more meaningful possibility might be to double
the weight of an item referring to the lectures in a lecture-discussion
course if the instructor put primary emphasis on the lectures in his
teaching approach, or in assessing evaluation,to double the weight of
papers vs., exams if the papers are considered more important, etc,

Many standardized questionnaires provide space for the instructor to
add items particularly relevant to the given course., Provision might be
made to combine these items with standard items in calculating summary or
factor scores, if summary or factor data are considered desirable.

Finally, many standardized, computer-scored, questionnaires provide
space on the back of the answer sheet for the student to answer some
open-ended questions, questions where the student is free to write what-
ever he wants rather than chosing from among predetermined alternatives.
Such open-ended questions can be particularly helpful to the instructor in
improving his instruction, because the students can give concrete examples
of aspects of the course which were or were not particularly helpful.

By incorporating features like those described above, it is possible
to modify a standard questionnaire so that it does some justice to the
unique aspects of a course, but does not sacrifice some communality which
permits comparisons among various courses, Such course comparability is
important to students in-choosing which course to take, to instructors in
assessing their own teachings, and to administrators in making evaluations.

CONCLUSION

This report has attempted to summarize the research on student ratings
of teaching effectiveness. While it has covered the basic findings, no
pretense to exhaustive coverage is made. The intent of the report was to
provide a usable introduction for those who wish to develop questionnaires
to obtain student ratings of teaching effectiveness. The research suggests
that such ratings are valuable and that, even though there are problems
with these ratings, as with any kind of evaluation, there are possible
solutions,
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Appendix 4

STUDENT COURSE/INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION

(All questions and answers to be on optical scanning forms except comments)

COURSE INFORMATION

Symbol Number Section Instructor Social Security #

STUDENT INFORMATION

Sex Class Major: GPA  Expected Grade Student Social Security #
Course is:

in Major Required in Major Required by College
Required by University Free Elective Fulfills Group Requirement

INSTRUCTIOKS: Unless directed otherwise, mark:

SA 1if you strongly agree with the item

A if you agree moderately with the item

D if you disagree moderately with the item
5D if you strongly disagree with the item
NA 1if the item does not apply to this course

COURSE EVALUATION
The methods used to teach this course were effective.
The lectures were effective.*®
The discussions were effective.¥%
The labs were effective.*
The textbook(s) contributed to effective learning.*
The supplemental readings contributed to effective learning.*

The assigned projects and/or reports contributed to effective learning.*

The examinations were accurate measures of student learning.¥*
Overall the grading was fair.
Overall this was an educational course.

INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION

In general the course was well structured and its objectives were clear.*

The instructor seemed well prepared.*
Classes tended to be meaningfully organized.*
Instruction tended to be clear.*

The instructor was effective in integrating and relating course material,*

The instructor was successful in fostering student learning.®

The instructor encouraged and listened to students' comments.*

I would recommend this imnstructor to majors.

I would recommend this instructor to students taking a free elective.
Overall I would rate this instructor as an effective teacher.

*These items can be weighted by instructor.
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STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

This course helped me learn factual knowledge, %

This course helped me learn Principles and theories.*

This course helped me develop eritical thinking and problem—solving skills. *
This course helped me develop skills required for my career.*

This course helped me tgo develop oral and/or writing skills,#

This course helped me develop creative skills,.*

This course helped me develop intellectual/cultural appreciation,*

This course helped me develop as an individual person,*

STUDENT EFFORT

I worked harder in this course than average,
I believe I made 4 reasonable effort ip this course,
I have, or will, complete all the required assignments on time, *
I have not, and/or probably wilil not, voluntarily Cut more than three classes.*
On the average, each week T put in hours on this course, %
0-1 hours 2-3 4~5 6-8 9-11 12 or more

OPTIONAL ITEMS

(Form should allow for 10 to 20 items to be developed by the individyal
instructor,)

COMMENT SECTION

(On a Separate sheet the following wouyld be printed, allowing an appropriate
amount of space,) -

These comments will be for the instructor only:

1. Describe three 5trong points of this ecourse and/or instructor,. Please
be specific and use concrete examples if possible,

2. Describe three weak points of this course and/or instructor. Please
be specific and use toncrete examples if possible,

3. How was this course, or how might it be made, relevant to Your individual
educational goals?

4. Any other comments?
INSTRUCTOR DESCRIPTION

(In addition to the information gathered from the Student Course/Instructor
Evaluation, each instructor should Provide descriptive information about
his or her courses that would be helpful to Students ip deciding whether to
take a given course or instructor. TFor example:

Course format: lecture, lecture/discussion, etc.
Number of tests,

Pages of reading per week,

Number of papers,

Additional Projects or other requirements,
Special notes.
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Appendix 5

DEFINING TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

A MODEL OF THE STRUCTURE OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS
(in which there may be a definition of same)

At a meeting of the Faculty Senate on March 3 a report from

the Ad Hoc Committee on Teaching Effectiveness was discussed. Part

of the discussion centered on the lack of a definition of teaching

effectiveness in the report. A simple statement of the definition

of
to
to

is

teaching effectiveness which has substantive content continues

elude the Committee. The statement that "a teacher is effective

the extent that the teacher's behavior fosters student learning”

acceptable to the Committee, but lacks substantive content unless

"student learning" is clearly defined. The following paragraphs may

provide a more substantive understanding of teaching effectiveness

and will also indicate reasons for continuing difficulty in defining

teaching effectiveness.

The

The

The

The

The

The

set of all behaviors of the model instructor is the vector Bk'

set
of
set

k,

of

in

all his "teaching behaviors" is the vector Tk' a subset

all teaching behaviors "relevant" to a single instructor,

a single

characteristics

characteristics

characteristics

vector 5. .
1

J.

course; j, is the vector Tkj' a subset of Tk'
of the kth instructor himself are the vector Pk'
of the jth course are the vector Cj.

of the ith student in the jth course are the
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The aggregate characteristicsg of the students in the course, §. j
18 soms function, 5, of the characteristics of the students
in the course:

S+3 = s{(s,

ij’
where m ig the number of students in the course.

1= 1, c..m)

The learning by the ith student in the jth course is g vector, Lij'
; the elements of which are a function, li' of the character-
istics of (1) the student himself, (2) all the Students in
the course, (3) the course, (4) the teaching behavior of the

instructor relevant to the course, (5) the other characteris-

tics of the instructor:

The individual student (S), the instructor (K), the department (D), \
and higher administrative units (U) may have different objective ui
functions, arj(r = Si’ K, D, U) which combine the various
kinds of learning in Lij into an aggregate measure of learning,
Arij’ for the student in the course,

Arij = arij (Lij); I =S.,K p,uvu
Effectiveness, in teaching students in course J for the different

groups may then be defined as-:

Erij = aArij dij; r = Si' K, D, U
BTkj
:_a_(arij (ll(s ’ S'J CJ’ Tk]f Pk))dij
aTkj
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of student achievement, Lij; (3) some aspects of the overall evalu-

ation of the course and instructor by the student, As rj: (4) some
i
aspects of the instructor's teaching behaviors in the course, Tkj;

some aspects of the course characteristics, Cj; and (6) some aspects
of the instructor's characteristics, Pk' Information on these items
might then be used by different groups to estimate an evaluation of
the effectiveness of the instructor in teaching a single course to

a single student, Er. Usually this is not done, however. Rather,

ij’
an attempt is made to estimateeffectiveness in teaching at the level
of the course,which requires the combination, through some function,
frj’ of the individual students' aggregate learning measures:

F .=f . (A ..; i=1, ..., m)
Then a measure of the effectiveness of an instructor in teaching a
single course might be measured as:

E

. oF _.dT, .
r-j T rj kj
aTkj
= 3 f .(a ..(1. v a2 S+, .y
AT ( rj( rlj( 1(513 J Cj
kj .=
Tkj' Pk)), i-= 1,...,m))dij

The evaluation of teaching is often not accomplished for single courses,
however. More frequently it is of concern to evaluate an instructor's
effectiveness in all of his courses. Thus, the learning measures
for each of the instructor's n cocurses must be combined through some
function, G
Gr = gr(Frij 3= 1,...,n)
And the measure of effectiveness becomes
= I1G_ dT .
B r K]

Yoo

"Tkj (continued...)
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: o
j = l,...,n))dij

An individual faculty member seeking to maximize his effectiveness
from the point of view o€ any agent, r(= si, K, D, U), must have
knowledge of the nature of the functions g,.r frj' arij' li' and s
as well as considerable factual knowledge about how the behavior
under his control, Tkj’ affects a large number of variables. All
individuals in the evaluation process must recognize that Lij is

a function of much more than simply Tkj'

The problem becomes more complex notationally but not intract-
able if the functions 9y frj’ arij’ li’ and s are themselves de-
pendent upon variables such as S*j and Cj. Such dependence seems
to be likely. For example, the characteristics of the students may
influence not only how much learning takes place but also the way
in which the amount of learning influences the evaluation of the
instructor's effectiveness.

Real problems for the individual instructor arise when he must
., and a_... These

rj rij

problems would exist even if all functions were known for each group.

be evaluated by groups (r) with different Ipr £

When they are unknown, uncertain, or subject to change over time the
individual has still more difficulty in maximizing the measure of
his own teaching effectiveness.

Additional problems arise when any agent in the evaluation,
process construes the set of "teaching behaviors," Ty, to be dif-
ferent from those perceived as such by the instructor. Some in-

dividuals might include most of BP in Tk'
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- When teaching is by more than one instructor, then arguments
which must enter the individual learning function, Lij’ above in-
clude the characteristics of the other instructors and their relevant
teaching behavioxt. (The specification above does not limit the li
function in any way; thus by including two instructors' character-
istics and behaviorsin it as arguments, all kinds of interactions
and other nonlinear, nonadditive relationships may be specified.)

In a sense, the preceding paragraphs have succeeded in de-
fining teaching effectiveness, if at all, only through a complete
reliance on the notion of "student learning,"” which remains unde-
fined. A major objective of these paragraphs has been accompliéhed,
however. It is clear from the above that the effectiveness of
teaching and its evaluation are guite complex even if student
learning was well-defined. Following paragraphs attempt to provide
some additional understanding of student learning.

The teaching of courses, which is the subject of the above
discussion, can involve a variety of teaching behaviors. Teaching
occurs both in the classroom and lab and outside of them in formally
organized or informal settings including field trip locations, the
instructor's office, and other locations. The course-related behaviors
include lectures, discussions, demonstration, guidance and advice,
reviewing student work, tutoring and course-associated administrative
cduties. With respect to the last, note that the assumption regard-
ing the appropriateness of student learning as a measure of output of
teaching may be incorrect. Another dimension of instructor effective-
ness in courses, in the view of some, may be administrative efficiency

with respect to the course.



those identified above.

may include, for different agents, student berformance ang achieve-

o i
ment with respect to methodology, substantig] facts ang theories, A
motivation to furtho; study, and attitudesg toward issues dealt with

while teaching, gach of thesge may be measured A4S a gain compared

vector. The Converse, that identical teaching behaviors can pro-
duce dirferent loarning vectors, wag implicit in the discussion of
the detﬁrminants of learning above. 1p fact, considerable research
effort has been_expended in verifying that elements of Cj {such asg
Class size, reguired vs. elective courses, etc.) ang of 5.5 (prep-
aration, age, G.P.A. etc.) have significant independent impacts on

learning ang on the evaluation of perceived learning.
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ABSTRACT

STATUS REPORT ON THE INPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF
COMMITTEE ON THE EVALUATION OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

William E. Cashin

On April 30, 1969, the Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness
submitted its report and made twenty-eight recommendations designed to foster
more effective teaching at the University. This report describes what has been
done at the University during the intervening five years to implement those
twenty-eight recommendations. )

In the main, progress has been made regarding all of the recommendations
with possibly four exceptions. Greater weight is now given to teaching in
making prorotion decisions, and classroon teaching is the major factor in giving
teaching awards. People in some departments are now visiting classes, more of
an effort is being directed toward understanding and developing good teaching, and
chairmen have assumed responsibility for evaluating teaching. Increased attention
is being given to the training of graduate teaching assistants and to their screen-
ing to guard against inadequate instruction, More faculty are video-taping their
classes. Information regarding teaching is being collected and more widely dis-
tributed on campus, for example, by the Committee on Educational Innovation and
Planning. Thirteen commons rooms have been established. Students have formal
or at least informal input into the curriculum committees of almost all depart-
ments. In most departments students are able to pursue independent study and
tutoring is available in all departments, although little used in many. Student
evaluations are now being considered in many departments when making promotion
and tenure decisions, and financial and technical support has been given to
student evaluations of teaching. Some progress is being made in evaluating the
effectiveness of academic programs and in systematically developing goals. There
is a growing tendency for departments to involve students in some way in the
development of the department's prograzs.

With respect to only four recowmendations has there been little or no pro-
gress. No faculty member, from this or another university, has been appointed
to the University's Board of Trustees. TFew new faculty, who have not taught
before, receive a formal orientation with respect to teaching. The modest
efforts of the undergraduate and graduate student governments to foster greater
student-faculty contact have met with little success. And finally, few depart-
ments involve students in the process of hiring new faculty, although there are
indications that this may be changing.

Even though cne may truthfully state that progress has been made concerning
the vast majority of the twenty-eight reccrmendations, it must also be said

that much more can and should be dene., ihe task does not seem to be one of
devising new epproaches, however, but rather of developing and making truly effec-
tive the means which the University is already utilizing. Such development

will not be without a cost, in at least time and effort.



STATUS REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF =
RECOIZENDATIONS OF COMHITTEE ON THE EVALUATION
OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

On April 30, 1969, the Report from the Committee on The Evaluation of Teaching
Effectiveness was issued, That report made 28 specific recommendations intended to
foster effective teaching at the University. On October 8, 1969, Provost John W,
Shirley published a status report. During the summer of 1972 deans and department
chairmen were interviewed concerning their practices with respect to the recommen-
dations, In the fall of 1973 the heads of all academic units were sent an interim

commendations made by the Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness as
of December, 1973. It is based upon information received by all eight of the Uni-
versity's colleges offering undergraduate courses and from thirty-five other aca-
demic units. There were only two academic units having undergraduate programs from
which no information was obtained,
i LI /

RECOMMENDATION 1 AR

That the University statement on promotion and tenure be revised to allow for
promotion on the basis of exceptional teaching withour publication. Present erites -
ria assert the Primacy of teaching but make research the sine qua non of advancement,

STATUS ~-- In January of 1970 it was adopted by the Deans Council as University pol-
icy that outstanding teachers could be promoted to the ranks of associate professor
and full professor on the basig of exceptional teaching without meeting the publica-
tion criteria usual for those ranks. Since this became policy, some faculty members
have been promoted to associate professor. None have been promoted to full professor,

RECOMMENDATION 2

That the current system of recognition for execellence in teaching be restructured
50 as to consider exclusively classroom teaching, that student evaluation be given
heavy weight in the determination of teaching awards, and that a more systematic means
be devised for the selection of outstanding teachers than that currently employed.

STATUS -- The University Honors Committee has implemented this to the extent that
classroom teaching is the primary criteria for excellence in teaching awards and
awvards are made based upon student evaluations of teaching,

RECOMMENDATION 3

That a special committee, composed of administrators, faculty and students, be
charged with a thorough examination of classroom visitation by colleagues. This com-
mittee is split on both the advisability aud feasibility of such direct observation,
and does not have tle resources to consider the problem adequately,



STATUS -- No committee has been appointed Lo examine classroom visitation. In
December, 1970, the Faculty Senate appointed an Ad Hoc Task Force on Teaching Excel-
lence. This Task Force developed 2 teaching evaluation form but it has not been
widely used. The Task Force was discharged with thanks in November, 1973. The
Faculty Senate is at present establishing an ad hoc committee to study teaching

evaluation.

Classroom visitation is only utilized by a few departments, usually by the de-
partment chairman. The Anthropology Department reported using a committee for this
purpcse. That Department has a committee of two faculty and two students who visit
classes and make formal reports which zre used to support the teaching effectiveness
of faculty being considered for promotion or tenure. The Department of Animal
Science and Agricultural Biochemistry also has a committee which visits lecture and
laboratories to evaluate them. '

RECOMMENDATION &4

That there be established in each college or other meaningful unit, a committee
on teaching excellence, which includes both graduate and undergraduate students.
The chairman of the committee should be given sufficient released time to do the job
well. The committee should be charged with the implementation of a number of the
recommended changes including possibly long-term orientation and advisement of new
faculty, location and dissemination of suitable materials on teaching, innovations
in teaching, stimulation of evaluation procedures of a reasonably thorough sort and,
if deemed advisable, the periodic classroom evaluation of teaching faculty. Although
such a program would be relatively costly, its very existence would give needed visi-
bility to the University's concern for teaching, and the good that might come from
its efforts to improve teaching would rmore than justify its cost in faculty time.

STATUS -- The intent of this recommendation was that each college or similar unit ap-
point a committee on teaching excellence, which committee would make a substantive
effort in this area. No college has estzblished such a committee, although the Com-
mittee on the Evaluation of Instructicnzl Programs in Home Economics, which is re-
sponsible for matters related to the effectiveness of teaching, comes close. Some
departments also have committees which assume one or two of the functions outlined
for this committee, primarily in the arzz of evaluation of teaching. None of these
committees provide the release time reccrmeaded for the chairman,

Several things have occurred at t-= Uriversity since 1969 which indicate the
University's concern for teaching. The “niversity gave financial support to an ex-
tensive study of student evaluation of tcaching by Bausell and Magoon (see Recommen-
dation 10) and the University continucs r- support similar studies by faculty. During
the yecars 1370-1973 sixty-one summer irprovement of Tastruction grants have been
awvarded to faculty. In 1971 the Office 27 Academic Planning and Evaluation was es-
tablished. One of the responsibilities of this office is to assist with the evalua-
tion and development of teaching (sece Pocansendation 10). The University has given
financial support to the SGA (UDCC) evaluations (see Recommendation 21),

In a memo dated May 30, 1973, Associz:ie Provost Dilley indicated that evidence
regarding teacuing effectiveness would o required in the future in all faculty eval-
uations and that it would be the joint responsibility of the individual.
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RECO:MMENDATION 5

That concern for evaluation ang improvement of teaching become an explicitly
formilated part of the responsibility of department chairmen apg deans, as g way of
not only ensuring thar someone takes responsibility but also of indicating the high

riority piven by the Univursity to this macter, Chairmen should be charged wirh
the responsibility of follow—up on student evaluation g initiate consultation on
teaching problems with individya] faculty,

STATUS -- Almost all chairmen assume responsibility for evaluation and improvement
of teaching, The majority discyuss teaching with faculty who appear to be having
Problems when this comes to the chairman'sg attention through student eomplaints,
Student evaluations, o°r in a few cagesg after observation of a faculty member
teaching by the chairman (or very exXceptionally by another faculty member), In 4
few departments, for example Sociology, Business Administration, Economics, and
Civil Engineering, the department chairman or 4 faculty committee review student
evaluations of teaching for every member of their faculty ang follow up with fac-
ulty experiencing some difficulty. Two chairmen indicated that they also contact-

ulty almost exclus1ve1y as being Negative, whereas the evidence €.8. student eval-
uations, Suggests that Students, in the main, perceive the faculty's teaching ef-
forts more Positively than negatively, The revised Faculry Appraisal Forq will
Tequire that every chairman discuss teaching with each member of the department.

RECOMMENDATION 6

That there be at least one membear of the Board of Trustees who is ap active
member of g teaching faculty and who is distinguished by the quality of his own
teaching,

STATUS -- No faculty member either from another university or from the University
-—-'-_-.-—- - - 13

of Delaware has been appointed to the Board of Trustees, nor is thig being con-
Sidered as far as is known, There are members of the Board of Trustees who are
also Trustees at other universities, and the President 0f Delaware State College,
and the chairman of the State Board of Education Sérve on the Board. :

paration of graduate assistants ag teachers, to include a) 4 credit seminar in
problems of Leaching the sub ject matter, lecturing, utilizing class discussions,
examinations, item construction, testg and Measurements, ang including group dis-
cussion of zctual teaching done by faculty ang graduate Students, Perhaps by means
of tape; ang b) classroonm teaching under Supervision, Sycp a4 program would best
be superviseg by the Braduate department or the Graduate School, using faculty re-
Sources fronp Psychology and Educatiop Where needed,

STATUS -- Ng formal, university—wide, Program exists, Exclusive of several
courses for elementsry and Secondary educition majors, only three departments,
Philosophy, Psychology, and Sociology, offer courses In college teaching, Many
departments offer varying degrees of traiuing for their praduate teaching assist-
anls. In a feyw cases rthig Lraining is quite extensive, The English Department,
for insLance, Provides tyg days of trainiag for its GIAs ar the beginning of the
fali semester, weekly or biwveckly group mectings, and individual Supervision by
faCUlty for their new gEraduate teaching dssistants,
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In response to a survey by the College of Graduate Studies conducted during
the summer of 1973, the departments offeriny; graduate degrees evidenced positive,
albeit moderate, interest in some such program. The College of Graduate Studies
together with the Graduate Student Association will offer some talks during the
Spring, 1974 semester concerning college teaching in order to determine what in-
terest the graduate students have in such a program. If there is sufficient stu-
dent interest, an experimental course will be planuned.

RECOMMENDATION 8

That there be practiced more careful screening of graduate assistants who
teach, to protect undergraduates against inadequate instruction. The increase of
stipends for teaching activities is also recommended, to make such assistantships
more competitive with other sources of funding.

STATUS ~- The implementation of this recommendation is quite variable, reflecting
the various ways departments utilize their graduate teaching assistants. Rela-
tively few departments give GTAs primary responsibility for courses. Where the
department deces so, it is likely to have a fairly complete training procedure,

The English Department's program has already been described under Recommendation 7.
Language and Literature has a similar program and GTAs who are not able to perform
satisfactorily are not reappointed to teach. Some departments (e.g. Art History
and Mathematics) have GTAs give a seminar or practice lecture to help choose more
effective GTAs. GTAs still generally receive less money than research assistants,
making the latter more attractive,

RECOMMENDATION 9

That facilities for taﬁTng or videotaping of classroom sessions be made avail-
able to faculty, and the Teaching Resources Center be assigned the task of approach-
ing each faculty member on a periodic basis with offers to assist in such taping.

STATUS -~ An increasing number of departments and individual faculty members seem to
be making use of the Instructional Resources Center videotaping equipment for in-
structional purposes. No firm data are available concerning what proportion of this
use is for the evaluation of teaching but several chairmen stated that their faculty
were videotaping their classes. IRC answered 280 requests for videotaping equipment
during the 1972-73 year, compared with 175 for 1971-72, an increase of 60%. Most of
these requests were for use of the equipment for several days, or in some instances
for a month or even an entire semester. IRC has purchased five additional sets of
videotaping equipment to mect the increased demand. Faculty who have used video-
taping equipment to review their teaching have reacted favorably, finding it helpful.
More recently personnel from IRC have been available to view the tape with the facul-
ty member and to make comments on the teaching process.

RECO:MENDATION 10

That there be periodic distribution of relevant materials on methods of teaching,
research on tecaching evaluation and the like to all faculty.

STATUS ~-- The Office of Aciademic Planniug and Evaluation has begun to distribute to
the faculty materials related to teaching. During the Fall '73 semester a brief an-
notated list of references concerning teaching and evaluation, and a summary of the
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research of student ratings of teaching were made avatlable to all faculty. The
same office also attempts to answer questions from the University community con-
cerning higher education and to direct interested persons to sources of additional
information related to glven topics. The University has also supported research
on teaching at the University, for example, "The Validation of Student Ratings of
Instruction: An Tmstitutional Pesearch Model" by Bausell and Magoon (1972). This
vas a 212 page study of the SGA course evaluations containing twenty-three tech-
nical appendices. A project by B. Haslett studying the redationship between stu-
dent ratings of teaching and the student's knowledgeableness in the course area
wiil be funded for the spring semester, 1974.

RECOMMENDATION 11

That so far as possible, a commons-room be provided for each department, which
room would include reading materials (perhaps a small library) and coffee machines,
facilitating the contact of students and faculty in extra~class settings,

STATUS -- Since 1970 thirteen commons-rooms have been established in various class-
room buildings on campus. These seem to be used mainly as student lounges and
generally do not have libraries or much professional or academic material. There
is no data available concerning the extent to which these commons-rooms have fos-
tered student-faculty interaction.

RECOMMENDATION 12

That just as each department typically assigns one or more persons to respon-
sibility for library purchases, so it designate a person or persons to be respon-
sible for gathering material on course innovation, and on professional problems in
teaching and researching the discipline.

STATUS -- Most units do not follow this recommendation, The typical comment was
that gathering information about educational innovations should be the responsibil-
ity of the individual faculty member. Because of the limited details provided in
most responses, it was not possible to make any judgment concerning how effectively
individual faculty members gather such information. Four departments have assigned
this responsibility to a specific faculty member, Electrical Engineering, Geography,
Languages and Literature, Sociology. The chairman of the Department of Educational
Foundations, because of a special interest, distributes materials to that faculty.
In the English Department also, the chairman assumes this responsibility., The de-
partment has specifically budgeted monies for this purpose and is building a library
on college teaching. The Department of Economics has begun an ongoing seminar on
teaching for its faculty., In December, 1973, they had §. N. Postlethwait come on
campus to give an open lecture on the autotutorial method and to meet privately with
their faculty to discuss teaching.

member to be responsible for teaching innovation and related professional problems,
departments are pursuing innovation in other ways. For example, in 1970 the History
Department established a media center consisting of a preview room and a production
facility. The Center has a4 variety of audio-visual equipment and catalogues of
films and other audio-visual materials, They are able to produce their own slides
and tapes, The availability of the Center has assisted faculty in developing mate-
rials for their courses and lead to national recognition of two projects,

Dr. Basalla's "The Machine as a Sexual Objuct" and Drs. Curtis and Schwartz's

course on learning history through media.

J
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Another example is the Resource Center for Teacher Education which provides
materials, equipment, facilities and personnel for multi-media support of programs
and projects at the undergraduate and graduvate levels for students and faculty in
Teacher Education. The Resource Center provides service for on-campus courses,
Clinical Studies, and projects. It also serves inservice teachers, administrators
and supervisors. The Center staff identifies, reviews and recommends to the fac-.
ulty selected resources that are available from the University's Morris Library,
Instructional Resources Center, the Computing Center, and from publishers or pro-
ducers. The Resource Center is the focus of a systematic program for instruction-
al innovation and improvement to meet the priorities for teacher education within
the University,

As was nentioned under Recommendation 10, the Office of Academic Planning and
Evaluation has also assumed responsibilities in this area.

RECOMMENDATION 13

That faculty members be urged to seek help for teaching problems from teachers
of repute, to seek opportunities to observe quality teaching, to use taping facili-
ties for self-observation, and to invite colleagues to observe and discuss with
them their teaching methods and course contents.

STATUS -- There appears to be considerable variability with respect to the manner
and degree which departments attempt to implement this recommendation. ‘The most carmon
procedure is for newer faculty to seek assistance from more experienced faculty and
for faculty members to informally exchange ideas concerning the solution of teach-
ing problems. At another level many departments hold seminars given by their own
or visiting lecturers as a means of providing examples of teaching. (One reserva-
tion about this procedure is_that lecturing and teaching are not synonymous.) Some
faculty wishing to improve their teaching are making increasing use of the video-
taping capability provided by the Instructional Resources Center. The team teach-
ing which takes place in some departments also provides excellent opportunities for
the observation of another's teaching and for the exchange of ideas concerning
teaching. 1In addition, a few departments are using classroom visits by other fac-
ulty and for the chairman as a means of improving teaching. As was mentioned under
Recommendation 3, both the Departments of Anthropoiogy and of Animal Science and
Agricultural Biochemistry have committees which visit classes. Finally, a few
practices mentioned by cme or two departments seem to have particular promise for
improving teaching. Facultv in the Art Department grade each other's students;
faculty in Language and Literature attend tcaciiing workshops: the Department in
Speech and Communication has held a departmental retreat for faculty, graduate stu-
dents and som~ undergraduates; and the English Department has adopted a formal pro-
cedure regarding the iwprovenent of teaching which includes classroom visitation,
colloquium talks, and review of a variety of course materials. The Sociology De-
partment also reviews course materials in this context.

RECOMHENDATION 14
That an orientation progrom be created for faculty who have not taught full-

time before, preceding the opening of the fall scmester, and again at suitable in-
tervals during the first year.
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STATUS -- Only the College of Home Economics has a formal orientation for new fac-
ulty which ctonecerns itself wigh teaching technigues,

RECOMMENDATION 15

That al} departmental curricula cormittees include hotl graduate and uynder-
graduate student nembers,

STATUS -~ With the exception of only one department, Student input concerning cur-
riculum matters ig obtained in somg regular way. Most units include students on
their curriculum committees or at the very least hold open meetings or hearings to
solicit student opinion., In eleven units, students are voting members of the cur-
riculum comnittee(s), Several respondents sajd that, although they welcomed sty-

dent comments, few students availed themselves of the opportunity, This problem
is not unique to curriculum questions and presents departments and others in higher

work, that students are reluctant to cormit their time to departmental committees,
Understanding the problem does not solve it, however, Perhaps, in cases where it
i1s desirable that students make a substantijive commitment of their time to a depart-
ment, their practical activities could be related to some academic discipline, as
business management, education, psychology, or sociology, and arrangements made for
the student ro obtain credit for a special Project,

RECOMMENDATION 16

That to recruit and retain g faculty of highest quality, salaries and teaching
loads be made sufficiently attractive to obtain the best available, and also to
eliminate the need to supplement normal salaries by extension teaching and other
forms of moonlighting,

STATUS -~ Using AAUP datga for the 1972-73 academic year the University of Delaware
ranks as follows for average tompensation for faculty compared to twenty-seven top
rated public universities derived from Roose & Andersen, A Rating of Graduate Pro-
grams, American Council on Education, 1970: full professor -~ 13.5 (tied with the
University of Minnesota), associate professor -- 12, assistant professor -- 15.5
(tied with University of California system), and instructor -- 14, The University's
teaching loads are competitive with those at similar institutions, but Continuing
Education overload teaching has nor been made part of the faculty member's regular

load,

In the last year the University has received from the Unidel Foundation funds
to recruit gngd Support distinguished faculry, Over the next five year period, ten
to twenty ney distinguished faculty, in the upper ranks, will be Yecruited to the
faculty under this program,
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RECOMMENDATION 17

That faculty-student ratios and teaching loads be devised in so flexible =z
manner as to allow every student who so desires at least two opportunities for
independent study courses in which self-education would receive strong emphasis.

STATUS -- All of the academic units which responded indicated that they offered

some form of independent study, although in a few units this was very limited.

Many units felt that their students have ample opportunity for independent study
and stated that many of their students made use of these opportunities. Some
department chairmen said that they feared that the new faculty workload agree-
ment would result in the gradual decrease in the number of independent study op-
tions available in their departments because of the constraints which the work-
load agreement imposes. Also there have been student complaints that some fac-
ulty are no longer willing to teach independent study projects,

RECOMMENDATION 18

That a suitable committee be given as a permanent assignment the stimulation
of unconventional types of teaching-learning experiences, for those faculty and
students who desire such.

STATUS -- The faculty Senatc Committee on Educational Innovation and Planning has
responsibility for this. During the 1972-73 academic year they considered some
proposals and approved of the Integrated Learning Semester. The committee is
about to publish survey information on innovative teaching approaches at the Uni-
versity. Winterim is a major innovation which has been established since the
original recommendations were made.

RECOMMENDATION 19

That tutoring be provided at least for all basic freshman courses, and that
faculty members be encouraged to allow students to proceed at their own learning
rates wherever desirable.

STATUS -~ This recommendation actually concerns two issues, tutoring and self-paced
learning. Based upon the Fall '72 and Spring '73 reports of Dr, Thomas J. Kearns
who coordinates the University Tutoring Service, every academic unit offers tutor-
ing if students request it, Student demand has been limited, however; only thir-
teen departments reported tutoring activities during the 1972-73 academic year.
Chemistry and Mathematics accounted for more than half of the 250 students who re-
ceived over 2500 hours of tutoring. The only other department with as many as ten
students sceking tutoring was Language and Literature. Since approximately 7% of
the student grades received are Ds or Fs, more than 250 students could benefit

from tutoring. That more students do not may be due to what might be termed "stu-
dent inertia," the reluctance of students to make use of university services that
require that they initiate contact. But the cost of tutoring is more likely to be
a restraininp factor, since students must pay tutoring fees unless they receive
530% or more in financial aid, During the 1972-73 academic year, the University
paid for over 1100 hours of tutoring for suech students, it would seem to be worth
exploring the use of honor students as tutors on a voluntecr or paid basis for
courses where there is a high demand for tutoring.
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The University WUriting Center, which is affiliated with the English Department, .~
provides substantial assistance to both undergraduate and graduate students with
their writing, During the 1972-73 academic year 657 Students made use of the Center
For a total of over 3,000 contact hours of instruction., Wntike the Tutoring Service,
there is no charge for the Yriting Center.

Regarding the second issue, self-paced learning, most of the special projects
described in Recormendation 17 involve independent study and so would be self-paced
at least within the semester, With the exception of a very few units, credit by
examination is available for some, if not all, courses. Such an option again parmits
self-paced learning, Outside of thesa two possiblilities relatively few regular
courses permit self-paced learning, However, Chemistry, Educational Foundations,
Language and Literature, Physies, Political Science, and Professional Services all
have one or more courses which are Programmed or use an approach similar to the
Keller methed, where sStudents study prescribed units on their own and are tested
vhen they are ready. Students typically may attempt alternate tests until they suc-
ceed on a given unit at which time they proceed to the next unit. Student responses
to self-paced learning have tended to be positive and Yescarch on the Keller method
Suggests that those students master ag much (or more) content as students instructed
in traditional classrooms, (Milton, 1973) :

RECOMMENDATION 20

attract much student Support. It is hoped that the Rathskeller wil] Provide an in-
formal setting for Student-faculry meetings,

RECOMMENDATION 21

That the results of student evaluation, both that cutrrently sponsored by the
SGA and departmental and individual evaluations, be made an official part of the
material presented to the administration in justification of recommendations on
Salary, prorotion and tenure,

Specific recommendation was requested, Perhaps this behavior reflects the ambivalence
faculty have concerning the old Student Government Evaluation, if pot toward student
evaluations of teaching in general, On the other hand an increasing number of aca-
demic units are obtaining and officially using some form of student evaluation of
teaching as part of the basis for decisions concerning salary, rank, or tenure,
Starting witl the spring of 1973, the Seca (UDCC) evaluations vere carried out by the
individual college councils, In some units Sga evaluations are used, often in com-
bination with individual or departmental ¢valuations, English, Language and Liter-
ature, Philoaophy, and more recently Socilclogy have developed their own evaluation

e
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forms. ‘English and Language and Literature students publish their evaluation for
their students.

Several respondents voiced reservations about the SGA evaluations, especially
whether they were reliable and valid. An extensive study of the use of the SGA
evaluations at Delaware by Bausell and Magoon {1972) supports the SGA questionn-
naires as both reliable and valid. The SCA evaluations seemed more open te crit-
icism when they did not obtain responses from most of the students in a class,
when materials were lost, or when only selected faculty participated. Regarding
the last, participation has been voluntary on the part of the faculty; SGA usually
approaches all of the faculty. While the SGA(UDCC) form provides useful informa-
tion for students in choosing courses and faculty, and can be used by administra-
tors in evaluating faculty, it is not especially well adapted to providing useful
information to faculty in order to improve their teaching. As was mentioned under
Recommendation 3, the Faculty Senate is forming an ad hoc committee to study
teaching effectiveness. One of their aims will be to explore the possibility of
developing an evaluation procedure that might serve the unique needs of all con-
cerned.

In a memo of May 30, 1973, Associate Provost Dilley indicated that evidence
regarding teaching effectiveness would be required in the future in all faculty
evaluations and that it will be the joint responsibility of the individual faculty
member and of the department to gather data to serve as evidence. Student evalua-
tions of teaching are considered to be one of the more desirable kinds of evidence,
although it is recommended that two or more kinds of evidence be utilized.

RECOMMENDATION 22

That individual faculty.members and departments develop means for measuring the
effectiveness both of the departmental major program and of the contributions of in-
dividual faculty to that program. Among these might be questionnaires for seniors
or for alumni, solicitation of evaluation of courses in progress by undergraduate
and graduate majors, and comparative scores on achievement tests.

STATUS -- The use of student evaluations of courses is widespread. The typical way

in which departments evaluate the effectiveness of their programs is through informal

comments of their students, graduates, or employees of their graduates. In the past,
some departments placed considerable weight upon the socres their students obtained
on the standardized tests which the University used to administer to all seniors.
Some departments have systematically surveyed their seniors or graduates (e.g. Mathe-
matics) and a few do this every year or at least periodically,

The History Department undertook an extensive evaluation during the 1971-72 aca-
demic year in cooperation with the Coordinating Committee on Education to serve as a
model for later program cvaluations. The Council on Program Evaluation (COPE) was
approved by the Faculty Senate in the spring of 1973, COPE will be responsible for
the systematic evaluation of educational and administrative programs at the Univer-
sity.

RECOMMENDATION 23

That once the long-range planning process is comploted, attention be given to
formulation of departmental goals in such a way that progress can be evaluated, thus
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énabling effectiveness of teaching in meeting goals to be assessed more adequately
With vague goals and gross Measures, many of tle more qualitative aspects of the -
teaching-learning Process escape appraisal. Since departments have speclalized
goals, the committee is unable to design instruments for such Purposes, but it urges
that departments do so,

STATUS -- Only four units, Chemistry, Geography, Speech and Communications, and the
College of Business gand Economics, indicated that they Presently wara engaged jin
formal and Specific studies of their goals apg long range plans, Alpmost all units
consider their goals and plans {n the course of the regular activities of depart-
mental committees, decisions about hiring, Promotions, ney Courses, and the like,

The Community Design, which engaged a major portion of the University's think-
ing and effort for two years, took place after Recommendation 23 was made, It re-
quired that unitg submit two, five, and ten Year goals and Plans, and the activities
of COPE, Council on Program Evaluation, approved by the Faculty Senate, should pro-
vide a natyral extension of much of activities which the Community Design began,

RECOMMENDATION 24

That the Uhiversity assist the Student Government rating project by providing
financial and clerical underwriting and advice, the Policy decisiong to remain
basically in the hands of the SGA or its designated representative,

STATUS -~ The University assisted SGA both with faculty advice and with some funds y
v -

for the evaluation Program and for research on the questionnaire itself. The Faculey
Senate Ad Hoc Committee will ask UDCC to Provide a studenr number, GSA will also re-
cteive a similar Tequest, .

RECOMMENDATION 25

That faculty members, departments, and curriculun Committees consult students
On some regular ang Structured basis concerning the content and aims of courses and
major Programs, both to facilitate the learning Process by achieving better communi-

STATUS -- The majority of respondents indicated that they obtained Student comments
about their courses and Programs, but the degree to which this was done in g "regu-
lar ang Structured basjg! varied greatly. 1In the majority of cases student comments
Were obtained informally, or through course evaluations, or from students already on

their curriculum committees, TIp addition Several departments held some kind of open
meeting one or mope times each year to obtain student Commants. As wag mentioned
under Recommendation 19, students do not nNécessarily avail themselves of such op-
POrtunities,

The recent establishment by the student government of College Council in each
college Provides the college, at least, with 5 formal mechanism for obtaining Student
conment ,

A few departments have established student advisory committees jgq addition to
having students oap their curriculum conmitiees; English, Language ang Literature,
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and Political Science have such committees. In the English Department, their Student
Advisory Committee has been responsible for the departmental teaching evaluations
and by this and other means has given the Department considerable student input con-
cerning their courses and programs. Besides their Student Advisory Committee,
Language and Literature obtains a great deal of student comment through their vari-
ous language houses which now number three, French, German, and Spanish. The German
and Spanish houses were both established within the past three years.

RECOHMENDATION 26

That students be included, where possible, in the process by which faculty
members are initially selected, perhaps by having visiting candidates teach a class,
read a paper, or meet with majors,

STATUS -- Most academic units now do follow this recommendation in some way. The
most frequent procedure is to have perspective faculty give a lecture at a seminar
when they come on campus. Some units instead, or in addition, have the candidate
meet with students. Most units obtain student feedback informally, but a few follow
some systematic procedure. For example the Departments of Plant Science and of'
Political Science collect written evaluations from students concerning candidates.
The Music Department has students on its faculty search committees. Bases upon the
responses received, graduate students more often participate than do undergraduates;
this seems especially to be the case where the prospective candidate lectures, prob-
ably because such lectures tend to be on specialized topiecs.

RECOMMENDATION 27

That a suitable agency, perhaps the Impact Study staff or the suggested commit-
tee on teaching effectiveness, be assigned the task of measuring more extensively
changes which take place in student knowledge, values, and abilities., More informa-
tion of this sort is needed to assist in the evaluation of teaching and program ef-

fectiveness.

STATUS -- In the fall of 1971 the Office of Academic Planning & Evaluation was estab-
lished and the Impact Study Group has joined that office. The primary responsibility
of the office is to carry out institutional research. The office publishes studies
of student attitudes and achievement, consults with departments and programs regard-
ing how they might evaluate their effectiveness, and summarizes information on se-
lected topics in higher education.

RECOMMENDATION 28

That the SGA and GSA be cncouraged to establish a student committee on teaching
effectiveness which would be charged with responsibility to survey periodically Uni-
versity and college curricular requirements, and also with disseminating information
about and encouraging participation in innovative learning experiences. In short,
the committee recommends that the SGA and GSA enter more fully into the academic side

of student life.

STATUS -- HNeither the SGA nor the GSA has established such a committee. During the
1972-73 academic ycar several of the individual College Councils did establish com-
mittees to carry out teaching evaluation within the individual college. The Student
Information Center collects information on courses and programs.
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Even though one may truthfully state that Progress has been made con-
cerning the vast majority of the twenty-eight recommendations, it must also
be said that much more can and should be done, The task does not seem to
be one of devising new approaches, however, but rather of developing and
making truly effective the means which the University is already utilizing,
Such development will not be without a cost, in at least time ang effort,
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EVALUATION OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

IN THE PROMOTI10ON AND TENURE PROCESS
AT TIIE UNIVERSITY QF DELANARE

Un May 6, 1974, the Faculty Senate Committee on Promotion and Tenure
recommended that a study be made of methods presently used at the University
of Delaware for evaluating teaching effectiveness. The Committee on Promo-
tion and Tenure felt that it would be helpful to share more widely the
experiences of the different departments in the University which have been
attempting to evaluate teaching effectiveness and to identify those proce-
dures which Kave been most useful. This repert addresses itself to the
recommendation of the Committee on Promotion and Tenure.

While it is not the purpose of this report to identify all possible
methods of evaluating teaching effectiveness but rather to indicate the
methods of evaluating teaching effectiveness actually in use on this campus,
it may, nevertheless, be useful to begin the discussion by identifying a
number of recognized ways of evaluating teaching effectiveness and then to
compare present practices with these possibilities. 1In this way perhaps a
conclusion regarding the degree of diversity or creativity being exercised
currently in attempting to evaluate teaching effectiveness may be reached.

Dr. Cashin, Coordinator of Testing and Evaluation, has studied and
reported on possible means of evaluating teaching effectiveness. He suggests
that there are nine najor ways to be considered in evaluating teaching
effectiveness. These.are, in order of Dr. Cashin's assessment of their
relative desirability, from highest to lowest:

Criterion-referenced measurement

Student course evaluation

Classroom evaluation

Course portfolio

Performance in later sequential courses
Standardized test scores

Self-evaluation

Long-term followup of students

Opinions of chairmen, peers, and administrators

L= e R B o R R N

On September 12, and September 19, the Ad Hoc Committee on Teaching
Effectiveness met with representatives of each of the University's college-
level and division-level promotion and tenure committees and discussed their
perceptions regarding the role of teaching in the promotion and tenure process
and especially the evidence which might be used to evaluate teaching effective-
ness. On the basis of these discussions, consideration of last year's
decisions of the Cowmmittee on Promotions and Tenure, and additional reading of
promotion and tenure documents of individual departments, colleges and divisions
by members of the Committec on Teaching LEffectiveness, the following conclu-
sions with respect to current practices in evaluating teaching effectiveness
were reached:
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Criterion-referenced measurement is occasionally utilized only in
the College of Lducation and nowhere else in the University even
though this hus heen Judged by some to be the rost preferred method
of evaluating teaching effectiveness.

Student course evaluations are used widely. Many departments have
designed their own instruments, feeling that 2 rore conprehensive
Student course evaluation form would not sufficiently recognize the
utiqueness of their individual departments or courses. Because
Student course evaluations are utilized for difrferent purposes, it

is not unexpected that there is considerable diversity among units

in the format of these evaluations. For the purpose of providing
information about courses which may be useful when students are
selecting courses and instructors, a single, comprehensive but brief
form is most desirable. For the purpose of providing the instructor
With useful comments which he can utilize in improving his courses

and teaching techniques, highly individualized forms may be most
desirable especially if they contain student comments. For the
purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of teaching as part of the
promotion and tenure process, a high level of commonality is desired,
A department's need to evaluate the effectiveness of its courses in-
dependent of the Specific instructor may best be met by an individual-
ized form. At this time it does not appear that many units explicitly
recognize these four goals to the same degree with respect to the
design and use of student course evaluations.

While some individuals expressed a desire to preserve the special
characteristics of their own forms and others doubted the prospects

for gaining acceptance of University-wide forms, it does appear that
many units could make use of data collected on course evaluations

that had a high level of commonality across the University, Experience
at other institutions and discussions with some faculty members sug-
gest that it may be both worthwhile and possible to design a student
course evaluation instrument which fulfills all four purposes of

course evaluations, the opinion of their worth ranged from outright
and explicit suspicion of any individual whose student course evalua-
tions were high (as possible evidence of pondering to the Students)

to belief that student course evaluations were very important,
reliable, and valid measures of teaching effectiveness. Despite the
research which supports the reliability and validity of student course
evaluations, there is a significant proportion of the faculty which
continues to seriously question the influence of such characteristics
as student's ability, Student's major, required versus elective

course and the 1like upon the student's rating of any given course.
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3.

Classroom visitation is not widely practiced at this University,
although it is used in some departments as part of the evaluation
procedure. In some cases it is completely unannounced: a person
involved in the evaluation process will enter the classroom of an
individual being evaluated without prior warning. In other cases,
classroom visitation takes place at the initiation of the individual
faculty member who requests the visitation which may then occur
either at a specified time or in the near future at an unannounced
time. Whether the classroom visitation is requested by the faculty
member or not and whether the visitation is unannounced or not,

it is, in all cases, only undertaken with the explicit permission
of the instructor. In some cases, a visitation is made by a single
individual, while in others it is made by two or more individuals
constituting an evaluation team. Students may compose part of

such teams,

The course portfolioc containing samples of all aspects of the course,
including student work, but especially including the instructor's
input, is not widely utilized in the University but does appear in
some areas, particularly in the College of Education and in the
College of Agriculture.

Performance by students in later sequential courses is not used
formally in the University at this time, It seems likely, however,
that this kind of input is used informally and indirectly through
the opinions of chairmen and peers discussed below. The failure to
use sequential course datz formally and consistently may be because
of a lack of adéquate input and a difficulty in obtaining it. In
order to use latter sequential course data consistently and
accurately, a system must be developed for tracking students from
one course to another, while keeping track of the instructors in
each prior course and accumulating enough evidence to be able to
draw meaningful conclusions. It also requires that the objectives
of both courses, and the manner in which they should articulate, be
made explicit.

Standardized test scores are also used only infrequently at the Univer-~
sity, probably because standardized tests are not available for most
ccurses and in those courses where they are available, some

instructors question their validity for their specific courses.

Self-evaluation is also not widely used, at least in any formal way,
but is practiced in sowe departments and iccepted in some colleges
and divisions as a legitirite means of evaluating teaching effective-
ness.

Long-term followup of students is currently practiced by a few
departments and is regarded as a legitimate means of evaluating
teaching effectiveness, but is not used widely nor is it used con-
sistently and continuously.



- 49 -
Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness
November 21, 1974
Page 4

9. The opinions of chairmen, peers, and administrators are ranked low
in order of desirability as a means of evaluating teaching effective-
ness because of the extreme variability in the evidence used in
forming such opinions, butr are nevertheless the most frequently
used means of evaluating teaching effectiveness. To some individuals
tnvolved in the promotion and tenure process, the opinion of the
individual's chairman can €arry more weight than any other kind of
input, if the individuals mnvoelved in the promotion and tenure
process have confidence in the chairman's opinion, hopefully, the
chairman's opinicn is based upen one or more of the evaluative
devices indicated above. This is not necessarily the case, however,
and it would seem to be a legitimate reason for concern in those
cases where the opinion of the chairman is at variance with the
opinion that would be generated by any of the evaluative devices
discussed above and where, at any point in the promotion and tenure
process, the chairman's opinion was given preference.

Summarizing the above, it appears that of the many possible ways of
evaluating teaching effectiveness, few are used at all widely on this campus
and none are used to tihe same ¢xtent and with equal applicability across the
University. This creates the unfortunate situation in which the primarv
criterion for the evaluation of the teaching cffectiveness of any single
individual attempting to gain promotion or tenure at the University, is the
set of preconceived impressions regarding various methods of evaluating
teaching effectiveness held by the individuals who have influence at any point
in the promotion and tenure process. Often these preconceived impressions are
based upon personal experience, without references to the scholarly research
on teaching evaluation available. Because of this the nature of the evaluation
itself may change as the individuals involved in the evaluation process change.
One can only pity the faculty member who proudly forwards an outstanding
Student course evaluation to a cormittee chaired by an individual who is
suspicious of any person with such outstanding course evaluations. Thus, to
the individual faculty member contemplating possible promotion and who must
rely to some extent upon his teaching, the optimal procedure may be to deter-
mine, before forwarding any evidence, the kinds of evidence most acceptable
by the individuals who wil] be influential in the promotion and tenure process
during the particular Ye€ar or years in which this individual is attempting to
be promoted. Such a récourse would hardly speak well for the objectivity and
accuracy of the Universitv's evaluation of teaching,

Prepared by:
Ad Hoc Committee on Teaching Effectiveness

J. Burmeister

W. E. Cashin

B. J. Haslett

W. Latham, Chairperson
C. Marler



Y —

- 50 - ot
ADDENDUM et
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THE ROLE OF TEACHING IN PROMOTION AND TENURE DECISIONS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE

There is considerable diversity among college-level and division-level
promotion and tenure committees with respect to the weight given to teaching
in deciding whether or not an individual ought to be granted promotion and
tenure. This stems, in part, from differences in beliefs of the members of
promotion and tenure committees: ip part, from differences in the emphasis
given to each of these activitjes by the individual departments recommending
individuals for promotion and tenure; and, in part, from the perception of
both the college-level committee members and the departmental-level committee
members of the role of teaching in the eyes of both the University-level
promotion and tenure committee and the Provost. While there are some
individuals who believe that teaching does count significantly toward pPromo-
tion ard tenure, and while there have been a few isclated instances in which
individuals have been promoted primarily on the basis of teaching, in general,
1t is not believed that teaching is given even equal weight with research and
scholarship in the promotion and tenure decision-making process, especially
above the college level., The cases of individuals being promoted predomi-
nately on the basis of teaching are extremely rare. The Ad Hoc Committee on
Teaching Evaluation was only able to identify one such case, and in this
particular instance, the individual had a contract which clearly specified
that his duties were teaching and service with no research. In order for

and to encourage individuals to give considerable attention to their teaching,
individuals are occasionally promoted primarily, but not exclusively, on the
basis of teaching., The Provost has indicated in writing that for an individual
with only minimally acceptable scholarship activities to be promoted, he must
be among the top five percent of all teachers,

Because it appears to be so difficult to be promoted on the basis of
teaching at the University of Delaware, some individuals believe that
additional effort should not be expended in attempting to evaluate teaching
effectiveness. So long as the measures being used, no matter how gross they
may be, permit the consistent identification of outstanding teaching either
positive or negative, then the evaluation of teaching effectiveness is
adequate. It appears to some that additional data regarding teaching
effectiveness will be used negatively in many cases. If the evidence on
teaching effectiveness is relatively positive, then a decision regarding
promotion and tenure can be made on the basis of the individual's research
contribution. If, however, the individual's teaching performance is even
scmewhat below average [(and definitely not demonstrably inferior) then the
individual must have an outstanding scholarship record to overcome this
deficit.

Ad Hoc Committee on Teaching Effectiveness

dpe

11/21/74






ATTACHMENT 3
RESOLUTION OF THE COMMITTEE ON STUDENT AND FACULTY HONORS

Background

For the last five years, University of Delaware Baccalaureate degrees
with High Honors or with Highest Honors have been awarded on the basis of
criteria developed by the original members of the Senate's committee on
Student and Faculty Honors. The criteria which those members recommended
and which the University Senate subsequently adopted changed the prior
practice of having outside examiners interview candidates recommended by
the individual college deans, but preserved the philosophy that a degree
with High (or Highest) honors should not be awarded on the basis of grade-
point averages alone. A measure of intellectual attainment which was more
than local in scope was unanimously deemed necessary. The measure adopted
was a battery of Undergraduate Program Examinations administered by the
Educational Testing Service. These objective exams survey attainment in
the Humanitiles, in the Natural Sciences, and in the Social Sciences. It
was ETS's acknowledged effort to have the subject matter of these exams
approximate in emphasis and distribution the areas to which the liberally
educated senior might reasonably have been exposed. It had been drawn up
by specialists selected nationwide in order teo avoid the biases or of any
single collegiate tradition and the scores attained by our Honors candidates
could be compared against nationally compiled norms.

Oppesition to our use of UP scores has been present from the beginning.
It has cften come from Honors Societies, such as Mortar Board, but has come
also from individual students. The Honors Societies traditionally have
asserted that the grade pocint averages should be the sole criterion for
Honors Degrees, while individual students complain that the material appearing
on the UP exam is not relevant to their programs of study. Such complaints
are voiced from withip the College of Arts and Sciences as well as from
without; two years ago an Anthropology Major who graduated with a GPI of
4.000 attributed her failure to qualify for Highest Honors to the absence of
anthropology and psychology from the materials included in the UP exams that
year, The "selectivity" or "area-bias" of the UP exams would seem to be
supported by local statistical data. Since 1970, those candidates graduating
with Honors, High Honors, or Highest Honors have comprised roughly 14% of the
graduates within each collegiate group. The recipients of High Honors or
Highest Honors,however, have come predominantly from Arts and Science. Since
a candidate with a GPI of 3.250 or higher is eligible automatically for a
degree with Honors, the distribution suggests that high GPI's occur rather
uniformly throughout the various colleges, but that the UP exams disadvantage
candidates from Arts and Sciences less than they do candidates from other
colleges.

The committee undertook an examination of these matters this year, and
the outcome of its deliberations has taken the form of the Resolution stated
below. The committee were divided in their views that the criteria for High
and Highest Honors should be changed. The majority and minority viewpoints
accordingly follow the statement of the resolution.






The Resolution

BFE IT RESOLVED that the University Senate, acting as the representative
of the Faculty, confer to the individual Colleges and Divisons the power of
determining, by criteria which they themselves shall develop, the eligibilicy
of their Baccalaureate Degree candidates to receive Honors, High Honors, and
Highest Honors. The criteria now in force on a University-wide basis shall
remain in force for the University as a whole until the June, 1975 commence-
ment and, thereafter, shall apply to the individual Colleges and Divisions
until supplanted by Criteria of Collegiate origin. Each College and Division
shall retain all three honors categories and shall continue to designate them
as they are presently designated.

The Majority View: for the Resolution

The power of recommending candidates for the Baccalaureate Degree
already rests with the individual Colleges and Divisions. Since these have
already been entrusted with determining who meets academic requirements and
who does not, shall it be denied that they have the capability, or alone the
eminence of judgment, to determine who has fulfilled those requirements well
or excellently and who has not? The responsibility for so doing is part of
the overall responsipility of each College or Division and, insofar as it will
ultimately be adjudged in the National reputation of that unit, is not taken
lightly.

The present UP examinations are outmoded. Individual College degree
requirements now have in common only English 110 and six hours of Humanities
and Arts courses, six hours of Social Science, and six hours of Natural
Science. There is no-way in which, for instance, the teaching excellence
of a Baccalaurate candidate in the College of Education or the practical
efficiency and psychological expertise of a Nursing candidate can be judged
by the UP exams. Honors Degrees must relate to the aims of individual
curricula, not to leftover principles from another era.

Alexander Billon, Business and Economics
Vernon Fisher, Agriculture

Dorothy Kennedy, Nursing

Michael Rewa, Arts and Science

Laverne Zaremba, A & S '75

The Minoritiy View: Against the Resolution

The present system of determining High and Highest Honors is not perfect
but is academically sound in its reference to subject matter which is oriented
around the "liberal arts". Further neglect of this inquiry into Nature and
the nature of Man will intensify the centrifugal forces which have for so long
threatened to turn the University into a mere collection of technical Institutes.
We recognize both the importance and worth of technology and the importance
of recognizing that technology is most usefully regarded not as a means of
creating and maintaining wealth, but as a servant of the needs of Man. The past
ten years have seen the strident intrusion of questions of value into the large-
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scale application of behavioral technology, medical technology, industrial
technologies which have significant impacts on natural resources, and so on.
We believe that one whose formation has looked well beyond technology is
likely to judge the issues more soundly than one whose education has not.
The present criteria for High Honors and Highest Honors recognize this prin-
ciple.

We note also that the individual Colleges already determine, in the form
of the grade-point index, who fulfills with honor the requirements of individual
curricula and who does not. {(The present method makes all eligible for Honors
who achieve a minimum GPI or 3.250.) To the objection that, statistically,

Arts and Sclences candidates are more likely to achieve High Honors or Highest
Honors than are candidates in the other Colleages, we must point to a high
correlation between academic attainment measured by the URE exams and academic
potential assayed by the College Entrance Exams.* It has been true for many
years that students matriculating in the College of Arts and Sciences have
averaged significantly higher scores on the CEEB exams than have matriculants
in the other colleges and divisions.** The suggestion of these figures is

that the URE exams discriminate less against students in the College of Arts
and Sciences than students in other Colleges not because the A&S curriculum is
more closely correlated with the subject matter of the URE exams, but because
at the University of Delaware the real academic and intellectual attainment

of Arts and Sciences matriculants has been higher on the average than that of
matriculants in the other Colleges and Divisions. It is to be anticipated that
as the academic potentials of matriculants in the other colleges rise in compari-
son to those of A&S, the frequency of their attainment of High and Highest will
rise concomitantly.

Lowella Morris, Home Economics
Barry Morstain, Academic Planning and Evaluation
Mark Sharnoff, College of Graduate Studies

# Y. Pemberton, "The Grade-Point Index: Snark or Boojum'', 1970, p. 20
(Copies available from the Office of Counseling and Testing).

*%
W. Pemberton, bid, p. 21

and W. Cashin and C. Pemberton, uncirculated statistics.

B/17/75






ATTACHMENT 4

SVEC PROPOSAL ON UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE
COMMITTEE ON PROMOTION AND TENURE

WHEREAS the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotions and Tenure
was established by the University of Delaware Faculty Senate and was given the
following charge (as stated in the 1974 Faculty Handbook, Page I-23): "This
committee shall recommend to the Senate criteria and procedures relating to
promotions and tenure and shall advise the faculties of the colleges and depart-
ments and the President of the University on the formulations of these policies.
It shall ensure that these criteria and procedures are made known within each
department and throughout the University. The committee shall review proposed
promotions, particularly those to tenured ranks and reappointments carrying
tenure to ensure compliance with the published criteria and shall either
endorse for promotion or question recommendation. The committee shall also
review adverse promotion recommendaticns by departments, colleges, or other
administrative units that are formally brought to its attention by individual
faculty members, and shall advise the appropriate departments and colleges in
such cases. 1In all cases considered, the committee's formal recommendations
shall be made known to all appropriate faculty and officers of the University,
but unendorsed recommendations and the reasons thereof shall be made known only
to the individual faculty member concerned, the department chairman and/or dean
of the college and the Provost;"

WHEREAS the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotions and Tenure
is given the charge (from 1974-75 list of Committees of the University Faculty
Senate): "Shall recommend-to Senate criteria and procedures relating to
promotions and tenure and advise faculties of colleges and departments and the
President of the University on formulations of policies. Shall review proposed
promotions and review adverse promotion recommendations;”

WHEREAS the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotions and Tenure
in its annual report of 1973-74 dated April 15, 1974 stated "One of the
primary responsibilities of the Committee is to determine that departmental
procedures for promotion and tenure are open and democratic and that criteria
satisfy the principle of University-wide "rough comparability." The committee
is then to determine that recommendations of promotiom and tenure are consistent
with departmental criteria. In making this determination the Committee makes no
professional judgments of its own, but relies on evidence gathered from peer
evaluations carried out both within and outside the University;"

WHEREAS the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotions and Tenure
consists of three professors and two associate professors who are necessarily
non-representative of all units and divisions of the University;

WHEREAS the time demanded of members of the University Faculty Promotions
and Tenure Committee to discharge their duties is prohibitively extensive;

WHEREAS the members of the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promo-
tions and Tenure may not be professional peers of all the faculty who must
come under their scrutiny for evaluation;
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WHEREAS the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotiens and Tenure
has usurped responsibilities beyond its charge and guidelines as outlined by
the Faculty Senate documents originally establishing said committee, especially
in regard to making professional judgments of faculty research activities;

WHEREAS the actions of the University Faculty Senate Committee on Promo-
tions and Tenure diametrically oppose the decentralization concept of
administration of departments and units at the University of Delaware as
stated in "The Decade Ahead: The Report of the Community Design Planning
Commigsion: and as enunciated by the current administrative officers of this
University;

WHEREAS the various departments and units of the University have already
presented criteria acceptable for autonomous promotions and tenure evaluation
against which the department can judge candidates for promotions and tenure,
and thus this duty has been successfully completed by this committee;

Be it RESOLVED by the University of Delaware Faculty Senate that:

1. The University Faculty Senate Committee on Promotions and Tenure be
dissolved,
2. The University Faculty Senate procedure for promotions be changed to

require candidates dossiers' to proceed directly to the Provost and

Vice President for Academic Affairs after receiving favorable recommenda-
tions from their respective departments' promotion and tenure committee,
department chairman, college or unit committee on promotion and tenure,
and college dean. -

3. Any candidate for promotion and/or tenure be reserved the right and
privilege to transmit his dossier for prometion and tenure considerations
directly to the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs in the
event of a conflict in the recommendations of his department, department
chairman, college, or dean.

4. Future revisions of departmental or unit criteria for promotions and
tenure shall be evaluated and approved by the University Faculty Senate
Committee on Faculty Welfare and Privileges.

Submitted by:
Leroy V. Svec,
Assistant Professor

Faculty Senator

8/17/175






