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SENATE. SENATE COMMITTEE ON STUDENT
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biod REPORT - AD HOC SENATE COMMITTEE ON

......

STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY TEACHING,

RECOMMENDATIONS

At the July 5, 1982 meeting of Senate consideration was given to

Paper S.82-78 "Student Teaching Assessmentg" which had been submitted by

K. Rieckhoff, including a number of recommendations. At that meeting

motion was approved "That Paper S.82-78 be referred to the Senate Committee

on Agenda and Rules who will prepare a recommendation with the composition -
and terms of reference of an Ad Hoc Senate Committee for Senate consideration.”

SCAR made its recommendations to Senate at the October 4, 1982 meeting

under Paper $.82-100 "Proposed Membership and Terms of Reference - Ad Hoc
Senate Committee on Student Evaluation of Faculty Teaching". The report of
the Ad Hoc Senate Committee on Student Evaluation of Faculty Teaching is
provided herewith; the terms of reference for that Committee appear at the
top of page 2 of the report. The recommendations, explanations and rationale
appear in the report, and the recommendations are incorporated in the motions
which follow. The earlier recommendations of the Rieckhoff memo on "Student
Teaching Assessments" Paper S.82-78 are shown, with the present Committee's
recommendation in the motions which follow each recommendation.

At the instructions of SCAR, designed to provide some broad general

background information, a number of items referred to in the Committee's report
are listed later in this communication.

(a)

K.R. Recommendation I: "Abandon any attempt to judge teaching effectiveness

for the purposes of renewal, tenure, promotion, and salary review on a scale
finer than the following broad categories: 'Exceptionally good', 'Acceptable'’,
and 'Unacceptably bad'."

MOTION 1: "That Senate not accept this recommendation"

K.R. Recommendation II: "Assume in the absence of any specific information

to the contrary that any instructor who demonstrably knows the subject
matter of the course he/she is teaching, falls into the group classifiable
as "acceptable"."

MOTION 2: "That Senate not accept this recommendation"

.

K.R. Recommendation III: "Accept as 'specific evidence' for other than
'acceptable' performance only the following in decreasing order of importance:

(a) Corroborated testimony from professional colleagues both within and
outside the University who have personally attended lectures, seminars,
etc. of the person to be judged..

(b) A consistent pattern of complaints by past and present students who have
taken courses from the person to be judged and whose comments have been
investigated and weighed according to the commentator's academic standing,
experience, and general reliability (in the case of complaints, the faculty

complained about must, of.course, have been given the opportunity to
resvond. his/her resronses must also he considered).
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~"(c)l Statistical opinion surveys of alumni not enrolled as students

(B)

Some

at the time of the survey who have taken courses from the person

to be judged." .

MOTION 3: "That Senate not accept this recommendation"

K.R. Recommendation IV: "Prohibit as a matter of policy the use of opinion
surveys administered to students still enrolled at the University for the
purposes of making judgements about a faculty member's renewal, promotion,
tenure, and salary review"

MOTION 4: "That Senate not accept this recommendation"

K.R. Recommendation V: "Prohibit as a matter of policy the exertion of any
pressure expressed or implied on the part of academic administrators on course
instructors to use student opinion surveys"

MOTION 5: "That Senate not accept this recommendation"

K.R. Recommendation VI: "Where course instructors for their own purposes

and benefit wish to use student opinion surveys they are of course at liberty
to do so, but the use of results of such surveys should be restricted to the
instructor"

MOTION 6: "That Senate not accept this recommendation"

K.R. Recommendation VII: -"Encourage students dissatisfied or exceptionally
pleased with the performance of an instructor to make their complaints and/or
compliments known to the chair of the department for appropriate action or
(if they are too unsure of themselves) have them go to the ombudsman of the
Student Society, who may act on their behalf"

MOTION 7: "That Senate accept this recommendation"

MotHon dmblecl by Senate &fbI%3

The Committee recommends three possible courses for further action. The
Senate Committee on Agenda and Rules gave. consideration to the alternatives
and recommends alternative C of the report with some amplification.

MOTION: "That Senate approve that further consideration

beé given by referring this matter to the Senate
Committee on Undergraduate Studies"

general background information:

1)
2)

A copy of the Rieckhoff paper S.82-78 is provided for background information,
pages 35-43.

Page 2 of the report indicates a number of items reviewed by the Committee, '

including the following:

(a) The Gates and Kennedy Report, August 1979, on "Evaluation of Teaching
at SFU" - Appendix II, pages 12-30. The first paragraph of page 14 and the
second paragraph of page 24 give information on the purposes of the task
force.



Some general background information (continued)

2)

continued

(b)

(c)

University Policy AC 2 - Appendix III, pages 31-32. The current
TSSU Article is now included.

Draft policy concerning the evaluation of teaching - Appendix IV,
pages 33-34. This draft accompanied a memorandum dated 80-12-31 from
the Vice-President Academic to Deans and Chairmen and a memorandum
dated 81-01-28 from the Vice-President Academic to all faculty members
in advance of a Faculty Forum then scheduled for February 5, 1981.
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Terms of Reference

To review Senate paper S.82-78 and the concerns indicated therein, but
more particularly to _ .

(a) inveétigate”and (b) to make recommendations to Senate on the
specific recommendations of the Rieckhoff memo on "Student Teaching

Assessments", addressed "To Whom It May Concern'" dated April 20, 1982
and presented_to Senate under S.82-78.

. . . . [
Note: The Committee is not charged with investigating the relative merits of

various forms of assessment of teaching effectiveness in general, nor is it to

try to establish conclusively what constitutes good and effective teaching at

the University level. The Rieckhoff memo and recommendations are restricted

to the evaluation of tenure track faculty. for purposes of salary review, tenure,

and promotion. They are not concerned with assessments’ of T.A.'s and temporary

or part time teaching staff or teaching support staff, even though similar
considerations may be applicable in those cases.

As a first step ih its deliberations,'this committee conducted a survey
of all Departments and Faculties in S.F.U. in order to determine the use that
1s presently being made of student opinion surveys. The questionnaire that
' was circulated and a summary of the responses that were obtained are contained
in Appendix I of this report. ' The results of this survey indicate that there
is considerable diversity in the t}ipes of ppinion surveys employéd, the way in ‘
which they are administered, and the uses to which they are put. The Committee
has also examined other relevant mate:ial,.inﬁluding the responses to Senator
Rieckhoff's memo of May 10, 1982, the Gates and Kennedy repért on "Evaluation
of Teaching at S.F.U." (Appendix II),.UniverSity[poiicy AC 2 (Appendix III), and
the "Draft Policy Concerning the Evaluation of Teathihg" (Appendix IV),.

According tb present University policy (AC 2),_Depaftmental Tenure Committees
are compelled to evaluate the "teaching effectiveness" of faculty for purposes
.vof renewal, tenure, and promotion. The central question facing this committee
concerned the liabilities and benefits of one éoufce of information about
teaching effectiveness; studeht opinion surveys. The positibh advanced in

the Rieckhoff memorandum is that the liabilities of étudent opinion surveys.

outweigh their benefits, and therefore, that this source of information ought ‘
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not be used by thefDepartmental Tenure Comnittees._ This committee has failed
‘to tindusufficient evidence‘againstlstudent opinion surveys to support the
_recommendation that they be,abandoned, providing, of course, that these
'insttumente.are.ptopefly‘constructed.end euministered, and their results
interpreted in view'of their'iimitations. . All.types of'infotmation’about
teaching effectivenees may be abused, but our investigations have found no
indication that:student opinion sutveys‘heve distinguishen themselves in this
respect at S.F.U.:m The'Committee reconmends éttongly that the Uniuersity obtain
expert opinion on the relative_merits_of the,vatious'methods oanssessing
teeChing;effectiveness? ano on the use;and'poSSible:misuses'of the information
obtained from:them, In the opinion of the Committee, the generel issue of
evaluation ofvteaching effectiveness at all levels is sufficiently important
to warrant furtner'investigation by.Senate.

The cherge.to‘this Committee-is to investigate and to make tecommendations
to Senete on theISpecific=recommendetions.of the Rieckhoff nemo; énd:tnis is
what follows.  |

Recommendation I

"Abandon any attenpt.to:judge teaching effectiveness for purposes of
renewal, tenure, promotion,.and salary review on a scale finer than the following
broad categories: 'Exceptionally good', 'Acceptable', and 'Unacceptably bad'.

The Committee recommends-that Senate‘not accept this recommendation. If
this recommendatlon were accepted, one consequence might well be to remove
'teachlng effectlveness as a- crlterlon in renewal, promotion, tenure, and salary
review for all Faculty except»the Very few who fall in the "Exceptionally good",
of>"Unacceptably bad"‘categofies,'j Evaluation of faculty would then tend to be

based on research productivity aione, which might cause faculty to invest less

in teaching and more in research. Although iaying no cleims to peychometric
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expertise, ;he dommiptee felt that a five'point scaie (Exceptionally Good,
Above Average, Average, Below Aversge; Unaceeptably‘Bad) would be more
appropriate than tﬁe-three point scele recommended by Rieckhoff. Note,
however, that Gates and Kennedy, P 4 (Appendlx II) offer a quite different
suggestion.

Recommendation I1

"Assume'in the‘absence of any specific information to tne contrafy that
any instructor who demonstrably knows the subject matter of the course he/she
1is teaching_falls into the group classifiable as scceptable.f

-The Commi ttee fecommends that Senate not aceept this_reeommendation. It
cannot be assumedvthat an individnsl is an effective teacher uniess there is
oositive enidence in support.of that conclusion. Knowiné_a subject does not
entail knowing how to teach it to others.. It is not clear_whst is meant oy'
the ssatenentf"who demonstrably'knows'the subject'mattef",.f To whose
satisfaetion must the facuity demonstreoe this knowledge? |

Recomﬁendation ITT

"Accept as specific evidence' for other than acceptable performance
only the following in decreas1ng order of importance:

(a) Corroborated testimony from professional colleagues both within
and outside the University who have personally attended lectures,
. seminars, etc. of the person to-be judged.

(b) A consistent pattern of complaints by past and present students
who have taken courses from the person to be judged and whose
comments have been investigated and weighed according to the
_commentator's academic standing, experience, and general ’
reliability (in the case of complaints, the faculty complained’
about must, of course, have been given the opportunity to respond
his/her responses must also be. con31dered) .

(¢) Statistical opinion surveys of alumni not enrolled as students
at the time of the survey who have taken courses from the person
to be judged. "
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The Committee reconmende that Senate notzaceept this recommendation. The

Committee &oes not believe tnat these three types of evidence ere.the only or
most adequate types of eyidence of ineffective teeching. The Committee has
failed to find cqmpeliing evidence that properly designed and administered
student evaluation surveys are any less adequate than the three sources of
.information listed above, or that "corroborated testimony" is a better source
of-information'than consiStent patterns of cemplaint or'etatisticel surveys
of alumni. it seems obvious that evaluators ought to search for consistent
'patterns;across all types of information available. | Corroborated testimony
from colleegues and statisticel.opinion surveys of-elumni might provide
useful infornation. However,,Suryeys of alumni are likely to Bé very
expensive to administer, and the problems'of non-response bilas are likely

to be particularly-serious.: The testimony of professional colleagues may
also be biased. |

Recommendation IV

"Prohibit as a matter of policy the use of opinion surveys administered
to students still enrolled at the ‘University for the purposes of making
Judgments about a faculty member's renewal, promotion, tenure and salary
review.'

The Committee recoﬁmends that Senate“not aceept this recommendation,
provided that the SurveyS'érexproperly designed and administered. " This
Committee questions thevpractice of faculty members administering their own
- surveys. There is a wide'diversity in the type of survey being used in the
various departments of the University, and werthink that it would be advisable
to obtain expert assistance in the design .of such questionnaires. When
feasible, the 'committee feels that more uniformity across departments would

- be advantageous‘(howeyer; see Gates and Kennedy p.2, for necessary cautions

-in this respect).

Recommendation V

"Prohibit as a matter of policy the exertion of any pressure expressed
. or implied on the part of academic admlnlstrators ‘on course instructors to use
student opinion surveys. : _ 4 -

o
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The Committee recommends that Senate not accept this recommendation.

AC 2 requires that teaching effectivness be evaluated, and there is no good ‘
evidence to indicate that student opinion éurveys,are any less valid than any
other source of information..

Recommendation VI

"Where course instructors for their own purposes and benefit wish to use
student opinion surveys they are of course at liberty to do so, but the use
of results of such surveys should be restricted to the instructor.”
The'ComMittee recommends that Senate not accept this recommendation, since
as explained previously, there is no evidence to indicate that student opinion
surveys do not supply a useful (indeed, even the most useful) source of
information about teaching effectiveness to those responsible for faculty

renewal, ‘promotion, tenure, and salary decisions.

Recommendation VII

"Encourage students dissatisfied or exceptionally pleased with the

- performance of an instructor to make their complaints and/or compliments

known to the chair of the department for appropriate action of (if they are
too unsure of themselves) have them go to the ombudsman of the Student Society,
who may act on their behalf."

The-Committee recommends that Senate accept this recommendation.

In conclusién, the Commiﬁtee feels that. the whole subject of teaching
evaluations, not oniy‘of tenure track faculty but of T.A.'s and fémporary
or part time teaéhing staff'as well ts worthy of further investigation.
The Committee recommends-thatAéénate either bfﬁadén thé terms of reference
of the present committee, strike'é new committge, or refer this matter to

one of the standing committees of Senate for further consideration.
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MEMORANDUM
1 DEPARTMENT CHAIRMAN. F AD HOC SENATE COMMITTEE ON
[+ 2 et s s emessteeenaetes s as e ae e rom..... EVATUATION' OF FACULTY  TEACHTING.
STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY TEACHINC.ba' 5 JANUARY 1983.

Recently the Senate created an Ad Hoc Committee on Student Evaluation

‘'of Faculty Teaching. The following Senators were elected as members:

'A. J. Wotherspoon, Chairman

Ad Hoc Senate Committee on Student Evaluatlon

of Faculty Teaching, A
c/o Secretariat Services,
Office of the. Registrar.

“J. M. D'Auria,
Department of Chemistry.
- I. D. Edelmanh,

c/o Student Society,
TC 321.

R. A. Holmes,
Faculty of Business Administration.

D. L. Krebs,
Department of Psychology.

This Committee is charged with making recommendations to Senate on a
number of recommendations about student evaluation of tenure track faculty for
purposes of salary review, tenure, and promotlon put forward by Professor Klaus

Rieckhoff some time ago. -

As our first order of business, we would like to apprise ourselves of

the practices that currently are in effect in the various departments of S.F.U.

To this end, we would be grateful if you would take a few mlnutes to answer

the following questions:

1. It is incumbent on all Departments to aséessvthe teaching effectiveness
of its faculty.’ What methods of assessing teaching effectiveness do you

employ in- your department?

a. student evaluation
b. informal feedback

c. corroborated testimony from professional colleagues, within or
outside the University, who have attended lectures or seminars
of the person being evaluated? (If so, do you take into account
the academic standing, experience, and general reliability of

commentators?)
d. survey the opinions of alumni
e. other (please explain)

2. Does your Department have a single, formal policy and procedure with
regard to the student evaluation of faculty teaching, or do different

instructors employ a variety of practices?

cont .

.02
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3. - If student evaluatlons are obtalned in your Department'
; - Are'they mandatory or. at the optlon of the ‘Professor? -
i. 1If optional, what proportlon of your faculty
o obtalned them?
b. How'are student eval"atlons obtained?
i. by the Professor. 1n his-own classes?
ii. by some other means° (please explaln)
. How often are the, surveys conducted’
d. Do you use dlfferent means of evaluatlon for lecture, lab,
. and semlnar courses‘> : : :
e. Who has access to the results of the surveys?
i. . the DTC? _ '
ii. the Instructor of the course- 1nvolved’>
iii. ‘all faculty?
iv. all'students° _ o )
f. What uses of the surveys are made in. your Department°
4. Does your Department place much value on student evaluatlons of faculty

teaching when it assesses faculty members ' teachlng effectlveness for
- purposes of salary rev1ew, ‘tenure and promot10n°

5. Do you as: Chalrman feel that the surveys are a valid measure of teaching
h effect1veness’ : , L v .
a. Do you thlnk they prov1de useful 1nformatlon to the DTC when

evaluating faculty, performance°

b. If you employ student evaluatlons in DTC dellberatlons, how do
you construe them? '
c. What sorts of information, do you . thlnk they can prOVJ.de’>
d. In what ways do you feel that they are limited? "
e. How much welght do you attach to them°
6. Would you please prov1de coples of the teachlng ‘evaluation: forms used

in your Department’

',The Commlttee would welcome comments from the members of your Department
.on, the matter of student evaluation of faculty teachlng.‘ The next meetlng of
the Committee ‘will be in mid- ~-January. Please send your answers to this -
fquestlonnalre and any other comments tor :

/by

‘Ad Hoc Senato Commlttee on- Faculty Teachlng,
‘c/o Secretariat Services,
- Office of the Registrar. -



Question 1-

- Question 2

- Question 3a

Question.4

_All departments use student feedback as a means of evaluating ‘

Summary of Survey Results

teaching effectiveness. - Twelve use informal feedback, nine use

cOirOborated testimbny'ftom‘colleagues, and three surveyed alumni.

,Thirteén.departmehts have a_siﬁgié formal policy regarding

the use of stddent"dpiﬁioﬁ sﬁrveys, eight_do not. .

In eight'dgpartments, it is mandétory for at least some faculty,
in three it is optional but strongly ‘encouraged, and in ten it is

completely oﬁtional(

In éevén departments the surveys are done by the professor in

his own class, while in fourteen departments it ié_done-by other

professors, students, or Supportvstaff.

Eleven departments do surveys every semester. - . : ‘ .

- Three departmehfs use different forms for»lecture and seminar/lab

courses, eighteen do not.

In all departments excépt'M.R;M;, only the instructor, the

chairman, and the D.T.C. have access to the results. In M.R.M.,

the students also have access.

All departments use the results for the benefit of the instructor

and the chairman, and éllfuse them in;D.T.C; deliberations, although

. in a few, this was at the instructors option.'.

Eighteen departments felt that_the'results of.the’survéys ére

valuable in evaluating teaching-effectiveness; three feel that

they are not. - P : ' ‘
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‘ . Question 5 . All ekcept two- of the departments feel that.the information

provided by the student evaluations is useful to the D.T.C.

b Without exception, all departments treat the information

fcautiouslv, and as ONE part'of'the evaluation process.

c Most departments feel that the information provides a general
. impression of student reaction to the instructor. They also
provide information as to an instructors attendance,

npunctualitv etc.i-'"

d'.Most departments felt that{they"ate'limited{in‘their use

because of poor design and:administration,

e Although in two departments ‘the student evaluations are the
' .. . | ) _ _only way the D.T.C. uses to evaluate teaching effectiveness,
: most departments place about equal weight on the student
evaluatlons as ‘on other sources of information about teaching
effectiveness. The student evaluations_are seen as ONE

piece of information to be used.

Please note that because of the construction of question 5, the
wide variability of the answers made it very difficult to summarise. Those
who wish more precise information:should contact Secretariat Services or

~one of the committee~memhers-andnask to .see the actual responses received.
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 EVALUATION OF TEACHING AT S.F.U,

This report ‘has been prepared by @ two-person task force
(M. Gates and P E. Kennedy) charged with recommending to the
Vice-?resident, Academic the principles which should govern
the evaluation of teaching and procedures vhich could be used
to ensure that teaching is given appropriate weight in career
progress assessments. This charge sprang from recommendation
. 6,03 of the University Review Committee Report. which suggested
that the office of the Vice- President. Academic assume respon-
.8ibility for ensuring a University wide systematic approach
..to the evaluation of teaching performance.

Before addressing these questions explicitly, we would

like to stress that our recommendations are directed exclusively.

to the use of teaching evaluations for ‘the purposc of playing

a role in career progress assessments. We have ignored the

more important QUestion of the use of such evaluations for the .

purpose of improving teaching.' Although our recommendations.

if implemented can play a positive role in this latter

dimension,_it is clearly the ‘case. that better methods of

evaluation exist for this purpose. Although a recommendation

on this matter wvas not solicited we would nonetheless recommend

'that ‘the Vice President, Academic commission from the Faculty

of Education a guidebook informing faculty of how they might

usefully undertake evaluations designed for self- improvement.
Our recommendations and a brief rationale for each are -

listed below.

14
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l. We do not believe it is feasible to structure a
University wide systematic appronch to the evaluation of teach-
ning performance in the sense that every instructor must be
evaluated (for purposes'of career progress assessment) accord-
'ing to some specified set of criteria using some specified
'set of instruments. There 1s too much variation in course
characteristics and instruction modes to accomplish this in_
7any unequivocal fashion. Furthermore, at this University
there is too much antagonism on the part of both individual
faculty and departments towards the centralization of such
matters. An oft repeated thought in the literature relevant
‘to the question is that evaluation imposed from above seems

.'doomed to fail.'

2. We do believe that it 1s feasible to structure a
_:University wide systematic approach to the eva]uation of
teaching performance in/the 'sense that every department
should be obliged to follow a set of general and flexible -
lguidelines in evaluating an individual's teaching performance
"and that every individual should cooperate in this process.
The intention here is that all departments be required to use
certain kinds of inputs to the evaluation of teaching perfor-
mance, athough the precise nature of these inputs need not
be’ identical for a11 departments or for all individuals within
a department. Furthermore, those charged with the evaluation
of teaching at the departmental level should be obliged to
state explicitly the basis on which their evaluation of an

.individual s teaching was undertaken, 'so that those responsible



for reviewing the departmental decision can do so from a proper ‘

perspective,

3. No attempt should be made to arrive at an objective
measure of teaching effectivenesa 8ince our reading of the
relevant literature suggests that this 1s an impossible task,
Evaluation of teaching 1s subjective and must be recognized as
such any attempt to Ppretend otherwise will meet with hostility;
Our recommendations below focus instead on eneuring that a

viable subjective procedure is estabiished.

b. Ve feel that all evaluations of teaching should be’
based on a variety of inputa, one of which should be student

input of some kind, 1In our view, it is just as inappropriate

to :evaluate teaching withOut student input as it is to base '
such evaluations solely on student'input. This feeling is

‘censistent with the relevant literature.

'5.' The nature of the student input is important since
considerable controversy exists in the relevant literature
~concerning its validity (although it must be noted ita )
reliability is accepted) In recommendation 6 below, ve
specify a particular form that ve feel will, for most cases,
be an appropriate way of effecting this input. It may well
be, however, that a particular individual or a particular
department may object to this type of student input, Any
individual or any department should be allowed to use a

different type of student input so long as they make it clear ‘

16



: v6avfﬁe r;comméﬁd:that.the.sthdént ihpuf4take the form of
. a one-ﬁagé”étudédt que;tioﬁna;fe yith the following character-
istics, .' | | |
a)i Only‘féur-qués;;onsAéhouldlbe”aéked with Approbriate
:;pacés pfov1déd for writtén re§p§ﬁ§es. Thesge questions ére:
1) that dq‘ydﬁ eodsider ;olﬁe the weakeét features of
',this.course? | |
ii)v What.dowypu.qonside: to be ‘the stropgest featutes of
ﬁhis-cohi;e? |
| ii})' Whaf douybu considef to bg the weakést feafures‘of
| ""”;hié inst:uctbr as‘a-feachEr?fi; |
iv) _Wﬁat do‘yoﬁ.considef'td be the strongeét.features of
| _this instructor as a teacher? |
Tﬁis prévides student'iﬁputjiniﬁﬁe form of subjective opinibns
with impliéit criteria chosen on the bééis of.wh#t the stﬁdent

himself or herself feels ig 8ppropriate. Only by reading

thfough these comments willlaomeone charged with evhiuating an

better’intégrate this subjective informationuﬁith their shbjec-
tive assessment of other input,
b) Unless a debartment insists, this,questIOnnaire shouid

contain no means’Whereby 2 numerical rating can be calculated,

17



Ta)many 1ndividuals in the Univcrsity are opposed to the use

of numerical ratings to make this ‘an acceptable requirement. ‘
c)  The questionnairc‘should be designed such that a carbon copy
is automatically produced instructor84Should be given this copy
after grades have been submitted (or @ transcript thereof should
the class size be small) | | - |

d) Departmental Assistants should be in charge of organizing
these student surveys, ensuring that someone other than the 4in-~
--structor in question is responsible for its administration.

e) The title of this questionnaire should‘not include the
"terminology "teaching evaluation,ﬁdbut should instead contain

. some less emotive'term such as "student~opinion on- teaching "
These questionnairesshould always be referred to as student

"{nput" to the teaching evaluation ‘Process .and not as student

evaluations.

f) This qQuestionnaire should be adninistered near the end of
the course,. ~ | |
*g)L“Student opinion should be sought via these questionnainﬁ in
all cOurses taught by untenured tenure- track faculty, in all
courses taught by faculty expected to be conaidered for promo~-
tion in the near future, in all courses taught by faculty who'
‘will be up for. salary-review within two teaching semesters and
in all courses-taught by faculty for whom there may be reason

to believe a change in teaching effectiveness has occurred

7. Student input should be supplemented with a’ varlety of

additional inputs as appropriate to the individual in question. ' ‘

18



Exampies are copies‘oi course outlines,'reading lists, exams
and class handouts, peer evaluation based on workshop or
seminar presentationsg informetion on Bupervision of graduate
student reseerch statements from’ the inatructor in question
commenting on the student opinions as expressed in the questionn-
~aires and_corridor gossip. The individual in question should
be.made responsible for ensuring that all materials that he
or she feels are relevant to an evaluation of his or her teach-
ing are made available to - those responsible for assessing
teaching performance.

8. Those charged with evaiuating teeching by using this
| information should'ensure that they are aware of what lictle
knowledge ve do have concerning . the validity of atudent opinion.
50 that Subjective assessments can be made in -an informed
manner. For enample, the.relevant literature suggests that
the following‘ere true: | .
a) There is a large- measure of agreement between students and
other observers concerning the behaviors judged to be important
for effective teaching.‘h‘ |
b) - Students are at least partially capable of distinguishing
certain qualities of instruction which increase their knowledge
and notivdtion. ”
c) Students seem toibelrather gencrous or lenient in their
ratings of faculty? a phenomenon thet seems to become stronger

as the students become more advanced in their studies,

b =]
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d) St,udent variables such as sex, age, cilass standing, class ‘
size and grades assigned have little _Or no relationship to
ratings of the course or the instructor.

e) The evidence on the effect of course characteristics. such
as course content, difficulty level class size, whether |
the course is required or elected year or level of the course
and the time at which the course is offered is equivocal

" £f) The evidence on the effect of instructor characteristics.
such as sex, age,.academic rank,’ qualifications and degrees,
experience, grading standards, knowledge of aubject knowledge
of teaching, research performance, personality, popularity and
ability to change in response to feedback is also equivocal

g) The most basic complaint about student questionnaires is ‘

that they reflect student attitudes rather than learning,
although most evidence suggests ‘that student evaluation of
teaching and student learning are positively correlated this'
‘evidence 1s not strong. ‘It 1is conjectured though that unless
.instruction is viewed by students in a positivc light there
are likely to be severe limitations placed on communication

and learning.

h) It 1s notable that the foregoing comments indicate that i)-




;grades leads students to givelan instructor a favourable
evaluation. |

1i) There is ‘a tendency among humans to remember cxtreme views
'Awhsn reviewing a mass of comments and give them more weight

- than their relative frequencies deserve when forming an overall
tassessment of the. comments under review.

‘j) Student learning has been shown to be directly related to

f;"the amount of work: an instructor has forced: them to do.

;; 'In many departments there is currently a tendency to
' cxplain nway" evidence suggesting either "good" teaching or
"bad" teaching.and thus to deny tesching 1its proper role in
'the assessment process. In our opinion, it is thia behavior
on the part of departmental tenure committees rather than
:University policy or. attitudes of those charged with reviewing
hadepartmental assessments that is the main' cause. of teaching
effectiveness not being given proper weight in career assess-
'jments.- Only if those charged at. the departmental level with
'evaluating teaching are willing to treat it .as an achievable

'Atask and are prepared to formulate from an informed perspective

'a subjective judgement based on a variety of inputs will it be

possible for teaching to play its proper role in career assess-
: ment.. All departments should be &ncouraged to adopt a positive

attitude towards the subjective evaluation of teaching.

On ‘the basis of the~empirical-evidence; it,cannot con-

o4
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clusively be shown that student evaluations of teaching are .
valid in the .sense that they are- able to ~accurately discriminate
among instructors on the basis of their teaching abilities,

. On the other hand however; it cannot be shown that such evalua-
tions; properly conducted are misleading on this score. ln our-
interpretation of this literature, the circumstances under which
evsluations of this nature are misleading are connected either

to the quantification of the information received or the speci-
_ficity of the information requested We feel that the very

general open ended feedback solicited by ‘our recommended
questionnaire will avoid this problem. Unfortunately, there

exists no empirical evidence on ‘the usefulness of open-ended

'student evaluation of teaching, in defense of - ounr suggestion ‘
we can only appeal to general results from other studics that’

indicate that on the whole students .are able to properly assess
instructors and our own’ experience which indicates: that a careful

- reading of student comments-provides valuable information about

:an instructor.'

In our opinion,‘studentiinput shouldibe §1awed as intorma_
tion. that can be useful to those charged with assessing teaching.
Although it is possible that this information could be mislead-
ing, we - feel that the nature of our recommended questionnaire'
and the ability of a.well informed and concerned proup of |
assessors - to yiew that information in- its proper perspective‘

should ensure that ‘this information plays a useful role in the" .

teaching assessment process.

22



-10-

References

The literature in the-area of.student evaluation of
teaching is considerable.‘ Our task was eased by the cxistence
of several survey artlcles of which ‘the following we found to .
be most useful | |

Frey, P (1978) "A Two Dimensional Analysis of Student Ratings

© . of Instruction," Research in Higher Bducation 9, 69-91,

-

'fKnapper,5C. et al (1977) 1f Teaching Is Important oo The

Evaluation of Instruction in Higher Education Clarke,

Irwin & Co.. Toronto (A CAUT Monograph)
~‘Kulik J.and W..McKeachie (1975) "The Evaluation of Teachcrs in

Highcr Education, chapter 7 in F. Kerlinger (ed )

Review of Research in Education Peacock Publishers,

'Itasca, I11.

Murrsy, H. (1973) A Guide ‘to Teaching Evrluation Ontario
Confederation of University Faculty Associations, Toronto.

Sheehan,, (1975) "On the Invalidity of Student Ratings for

Administrative Personnel Decisions" Journal of Higher

Education 46, 687-700.

In addition.to ‘a review of.the teaching evaluation
literature, this report draws extensively on responses to a
short questionnaire and interviews conducted by the task - force
to elicit information and opinions concerning the actual
practice of teaching evaluation at S F U The qucstionnaire,

prcsented below,lwas scnt to all chairmen and was also
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administered orally to selected Deans and Jresource people. Only .
_ ten‘ghairmen_responded to the quéstiqnnaire aithodgh.follow-up |
:emindera wgre‘senf. Apparently a combinatioﬁ‘pf the e;tended
striké-ana delegation of fhe task were responsible for‘the low

return rate.

- EVALUATION OF TEACHING

‘ Dan Birch has asked us to recommend "the.
principles which should govern the evaluation of
teaching and procedures which could be used to en-
sure that teaching is given appropriate weight in
career progress assessments.”" We would appreciate
your advice on the following questions, in consulta-
tion with your DTC or other faculty members 1if
appropriate. C : :

. 1. What teaching evaluation procedures are
- currently employed in your department? What are their :
‘advantages/drawbacks? (Please attach copy 1f formal _ ‘
instrument 1is used.) i : : ' : B

2, .What‘r§ie do you consider student evaluation
of teaching should play in overall ‘assessment?

| 3. What responsibility should be placed on
individual faculty members to provide documentation
for teaching assessment? ' ' ST

4, Should there be a."Uhiversity-widévsystematié
approach to the evaluation of teaching performance?"
(Recommendation 6.03 of the URC Report)? " If so, what

- should the components be? - : v o B

. 5. Would it be useful tovinitiate fblléw—up
monitoring of student evaluation of teaching .in your
. department? (after‘graduation}mail surveys etc.)

_ 6. What doéﬁmentéfidh}qf teaching performance
should be considered optimal/minimal in assessment?

7. In general, do you consider that teéchiﬁg (at
~all levels) 1is given sufficient weight relative to other
faculty responsibilities? . . - . o

. _ o ‘ :..‘1 ..'-f ‘: o e - : V‘ 2g1
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lln.summary, the responses-indicated:

1; Most of the departments surveyed currently employ

-some kind_of teachingjevaluation procedure, administercd some

z0£:thehtime by some faculty. In other words, practices vary con-

siderably'hoth;across and‘uithin,departments. 4Use'of a stan-

-dardised departmental instrument is normally highly reconmmended,

but seldom compulsory. In some departments teaching evaluation

' procedures are left up to the individual professor. In others

student unions are completely responsible for generating anti-

ealendars..~In general it seems that junior faculty are more-

prone to. employ a. formal evaluation procedure ‘with regularity,

while senior-faculty are less interested. Other notable varia-

tions. across. departments are whether'course evaluations are auto-

matically submitted to the chairmen°'whether evaluations are

administered by the professor, TAla, DA 8 or- colleagues' the

length of the questionnaire- the proportion devoted to. cOurse

rather than teacher evaluation, whether the questionnaire is

designed for numerical rating, the amount of-background data

requested and whether' or not the questionnaire contains a precise

statement concerning the purpose of the survey.

~ Most - respondents appear to be reasonably satisfied with

their'departmental instruments; The main advantages perceived

are.ease of application and‘tailoring<tolindividual departmental
requirements. DiSadvantages'are'selective employment‘by pro-
fessors (both in administrationland in submission of DTC.

materials), limited comparability across_departmentS'and

25
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across f.acult.ies. 'variability in the 'di'agnoatic‘v-alue of the ‘

questions themselves and in return rates from studcnts Over
the past year some departments or individual faculty have sug-— .
pended. their normal evaluation procedures as a result of the
Student Society questionnaire effort. However, it scems likely
that former procedures wi11 be reinstated due to the delay in
processing the student data.

2, Most respondents consider that student evaluation of
'teaching should play some role in overall assessment but that
it should be neither overemphasized nor constitute the only
measure.' The main disagreement is to hov important this role
should.be. Some feel that student assessment should be considered
very seriously a8 onc aspect of evaluating faculty teaching per—.
‘formance.' Others believe that student evaluations_ are of doubt- ‘
ful value unless . they are’clearly vcry bad or very good, hany
are concerned.that students lack the competence to‘evaluatc the
course itself and teaching performance...ln addition there are
suspicions that students are likely to reward .or. punish the pro-
fessor in evaluations, based on mid term grades etc., thus en-
couraging the professor to modify his/her standards and expecta—
tions. Some doubts were also expressed concerning DTC use of
evaluation materials in terms of manipulating the data to provide
the desired interpretation.A Several reSpondents consider thaty
student evaluations currently loom larger than they should in
overall teaching assessment in the.absence of other systematic

feedback, and that corridor gossip may.in fact:convey a more
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accurate picture Of a faculty menber's teaching effectiveness
deapite the obvious danger of relying heavily on this source
'.of information.z

Unfortunately,lthere doea niot appear to he any real con-
'aensua amongat faculty as to what constitutea good teaching,
either as an ideal goal or in relation to normal job-performance.
..“COnsequently; there aeems to be a’ coneiderable variation in
attitudes concerning the evaluation of teaching in general-
'well as’ over. the role of student assessment in particular.

3. Opinions vary.considerably concerning the amount of -
'responsibility that individual faculty members should aasume
for providing documentation for teaching assessment,. While‘
aome-respondents believe that the faculty member shouldlbe totally
responsible for- providing teaching evaluaLiona others considcr,

‘that coll°ction of data on. teaching should be the reSponaibility

.Tnof the department as a whole. One respondent-suggested'that

‘.departmental CurriCulum Committees would serve as an appropriate
mechanism for compiling teaching effectiveness assessments "other~
;wise ‘the results may reflect differential powers of persuasion‘ |
or aurveying skills of individual faculty | |

It is evident-that opinions conccrning‘the amodnt.of-7

"'responsibility that ehould be borne by faculty in the provision

of - teaching assessment. material are strongly correlated to
attitudes concerning administration of compulaory, standardized
instruments._ In»departmenta vhere.such_inatrUmenta are not

employed.routinely, the ‘only consensus appearS'toAbe that it 1is
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up to the indivual faculty to submit something sbout his/her _ ‘
teaching to protect his/her own interests if nothing elsc.

4, The opinions of respondents are ‘most sharply divided
on the question of whether or not there should be a University-
wide systematic approach to the eva]uation of tcaching perfor~‘
mance, .The advocates of a University wide questionnaire con-
'sider it to be the fairest and most practical solution to the -
problem of assessment » 1in order to give more. credit to good
teaching and to improve the performance of others _ These re—‘
Aspondents generally feel that the University has not giveni
sufficient emphasis to teaching through evaluation processes
for the purpose of promotion, tenure and salary adjustment

and that insufficient support for the promotion of teaching ‘ ‘

has been provided by senior administration The remainder of

the respondents clearly consider University wide systematic
approaches to teaching evaluation to be inappropriate usually
'»because they believe that departments ‘have specific requirements
‘that reflect particular teaching modes, and that a universally

' applicable instrument implies a. level of” validity which vould

be difficult to substantiate without years of monitoring.; One
_respondent suggests that faculty refresher training programs would
be more appropriate if theAgOal vere: to improve university teach—-
ing, "if the aim is to reward good teaching, it may be argued

that good teaching is its own reward"- 4

5. Most respondents agree that follow up monitoring of

student evaluation of-. teaching, such as. mail surveys of graduands : .
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Amight well prove useful in reducing the biases of in-class
evaluations, Some departments are experimenting with such
monitoring at present, but it 1s too soon for conclusive re-
sults. The main concern is that such procedures might prove
too cumbersome and expensive relative to the benefits derived,
at least as a routine device. In addition, problems based
on low return rates, distorted samples etc., all damage the
validity of.the exercise. One respondent is firmly convinced
about the futility of follow up monitoring, in that "the
average student will remember no more about the average teacher
than ‘the average teacher remembers about the average atudent".

In_general, however, there is'support for follow-up
evaluations, particularly at the program and course-evaluation
'level although the exercise is not felt to be worth the effort
for routine merit assessments. |

6. The consensus from this survey is that a minimal
amount of documentation should be required for assessment of
teaching performance. However, there is no agreement as to
what this minimal amount should be. Some feel that this should
be left to the discretion of the department chairman relating
to the situation of individual faculty in the department.
Others consider that the results of some form of departmentally-
administered survey of students currently enrolled in courses
constitute the minimum Still others leave it up to the
individual faculty member to submit all information he/she

deeme relevant, such as course outlines, examinations, theses

29



-17-

supervised, reading lieta etc. Most'cpnsider that additional
information on. teaching, beyond student evaluations, is desirable.

7. 'The'respondencs are again divided as to whether or
not teaching is given. sufficient weight relative to other faculty
responsibilities. On the positive side, the respondents were
satisfied that teaching is given considerable'emphasis, at
least in their own deparfments. On the negative side, it
was felt'chet despite the formal guidelines relating to renewal,
promotion, tenure ana salary review, publication appears to be
definitely emphasized at the expense of teaching. 'As one re-
spondent eXpreesed>thiS'prbb1em: |

"ln‘uriting, teaching is given‘suffieient welght,

In practive, it is_not. In practice,-good re- .

- search is allowed to 'make up for' poor teaching,

but good teaching is not allowed to 'make up for'
weak research. :

To be sure, conmunication of personal.researeh experience
through teaching is one of the prime distinctions between uni;
versit§~and college education. However; as we are all awvare,
communication at the freshman level requires totally different
skills from Chose employed in writing a paper ior a refereed
aeademic-journal. Furthe;more, since we all enter university
teaching as virtﬁally untreined amateure,'it would be unfortunate
indeed 1f the UniVersity-did not emplo& every means at its dis-

posal to promote and assess excellcnce in teaching on a level

commensurate with its dedication to research,
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Current University'poliéy.conccrnihg the evgluatiqn of
teaching is as follows: :

"1, Facﬁltx

Appendix’ I1 to Policy AC 2 (Renewal . Tcnure}-andf
Promotion) includes the following statements

"2.1 Teaching Effcctiveness

iSuccess as a tenéher,,howcver measured or- asscssaed,
is the paramount critcrion for ‘evaluation.

of-enthusiasm in students, dedicated InVolvemenLLwithrn
one's discipline, openness to innovatien and-the

‘Generatiorn

"capacity for a broad appioach to one’Sgsubjegt matter
are all important aspects of teaching effectiveness.

‘2. T$SU Bargaining Unit-Employecs

A copy of Article XVII of. the Collective Agreement
‘between the University and TSSU is shown below.

An(:le’ivﬁ ° ll;lploymahl Evaluation

. A, An_employue. mey be evaluated st lesst once durlny any

semester in which she/he’is employed., An employce- may
request that an evalustion of fer/hls perfoimance be -
undertahen during a uemcater and ah evaluation will bLe - .
made provided such a request.le recélved by the Depactment
Chaigman at least one month belo clasascs end in that
senester. .

o. - I.'vnlunl‘lon shall be made: on the ;}crfutun‘co of the

dutles assigned to the employee,

< tvalustion may .Include sascssmedt of tne employce's

0. A copy of the

perlormance by the students assigned to the employec,.
end by the peraon to whom the. empldyee ig -tesponsible
and/or such other person{s} es may be-destgnated by the
Chaleman. . . U - B

valuatlon shall ve forwarited to-the -
employce and she/he ahall bLe permitted to add relevant
comrents on the svslustion 1o her/hils employment. (1le-,

f:  Departmonts thet do 0t curtently have formal ayctems .-

¢ of -vvalvation vt the work performance of Largaining
unikt mplbye’u shall Le encogisyed by the Universlty to '
initiate um’mglu“ln such systens,

r. ‘the design, adminlstcation ‘and Interpretation of.auch °

evalustions (plle vithin the sres Of mansqgemcit’sn c1qnts
and teaponsiniitien, T K ! .

ARTICLE.XVII:Employmént Evaluation - Revised as follows December 1982:

Ar

A,

Licle avll: l-piay-e«l £rvaluation

An emplojee mal be eveluateo al léast once aunn?"u\y seqester \n which-

thé/ne {3 employed. The evaluative criteria shal

be mide Cledr 1o ‘the
emloyer won commencement of duties, . . N . 8 R

Escept in cases of.gross sisconduct _rgluiu 1o the employee's: sullabibity

for emplaysent, evaluslion oust be made onty on. the eaployee’s
Qquaitficetions ena pertormsnce of sssignea dultes and responsibiifties,

Evalustion eay Inciuoe assessment’ of the empluyee's performince by (he
students 41s81gne0 to the ewployee. Lacn employee shall be 433essed On an
1noivioual sssessaent form, Evaluation may 4146 ncluge sitessment by the
Perion 1o whom Lhe employee IS respunsible and/ur such other person{s) a3
B4y be Oes1gnatey by the Lharrman. : . -

£4ch cepariment shall prepere stugent assussment formy sulles 10 1t§ Omn
vie, with the coascifation of Ane” Departmental " Shop Stewaro, or cther
Lnion Representetive. A €opy of the form musl be forssrged to the Upton
Oftice. . . - .o LT

Ihe’  putpose u\a' wpurtance - of sluar‘nt assessments Cnust be  stateo
‘eaplicitiy on the tors, : . K .

There shal) be no  alteration of the employbe's .completed:, stuoent

sisessaent forms Or Lhe summery prepared therefrom, by any persons grantes )

access to lhlp. .

Access 10 o)) original student assessmenl forms enc all Sunmaries .0f those
tores shall be gusranteeo to each person evaluates ‘lhe‘rﬂn. The criginal
conpleted furms 3nal) be withhelo from ihe person evaluateo only untl
sulabssion of final grades 15 compleled. Access to original stugent
dssésgment fores shell be avatladle to -the indivicual for o perioa of
theee (3) semesters following the semester in which Lhe sssessment was
meue. ) : i . B .

- A copy of the cepartment's evalUstion shail be forwerced (o the person
evaluateo by ‘thne enc of the first week of ciesses of. the fallowing
semester. Ine evalustion shall not normelly ve consicereq part of he

file until sne/he has had ressonabie opportunity to ofscuss the evalustion °

wilh her/his supersisor enc 400 conments to Lhe file. This snsll not

precluce  the wuse of the ‘eveluation for rehiring” 'in  the semester *

temedistely fallowing the evaiuation,

Whenever restonsbly possiole, supervisors shall bring serious or
continuing problems to an enployee's altention before formally citing such
protlees in evslustions, or using them in eny proceecings against Lhe
erployee. .

The desiyn, auministration eno Interpretativn ut sueh evelustions falls
within the ores of mansgement's rights ano responsibiliities.
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DRAFT POLICY CONCERNING THE -
EVALUATION OF TEACHING

1. Teaching includes instruction in regular courses,
reading courses, and the superv151on of graduate students.
The purpose of evaluating teaching is two-fold: to assist
faculty members in improving the quality of their
teaching and to provide information for use in evaluating
the performance of faculty members. :

2. The evaluation of faculty memberé 'teaching is an
important respons1b111ty of departments and approprlate
procedures are to be developed and used

3. A varlety of types of 1nformat10n should be’ used in
-evaluating teachlng Sources of this information include
- students, course materials, direct observation, and state-
Aments from faculty members concernlng their own teachlng

4. A course survcy questlonnalre or other suitable
information concerning. student opinion will be one of the
sources of 1nformat10n used in evaluatlng teach1ng - ‘

5. Department Cha1rmen will ensure that full 1nformat1on
is provided to faculty members concerning the evaluation

of their teaching. Appropriate standards of confidentiality
 will be, ma1nta1ned o S ’ . '

6. Department Cha1rmen are respon51ble for prov1d1ng

" information on the process and outcome of the evaluation of
teaching for use in the review processes requ1red under -

Policies AC 2 and AC 22 N

- 7. The Offlce of the V1ce Pr951dent Academlc w111
prov1de 1nformat10n and advice. to departments w1sh1ng to
-.'1mprove the1r teachlng evaluat1on procedures e

- 8. The Unlver51ty will prov1de 3551stance to faculty _
members who w1sh to 1mprove the qua11ty of the1r teaching.
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smm FRASER UNIVERSITY - S.59-78

. - ' MEMORANDUM
T o .5.1771.‘5??..... ...... ST RO oo | From...... S.E.\AI*?.QQW.T.T..E?.QN. AGP:ND.‘.\ AND RULES
subwcLSEUPENTUTEACHINQ.A&SE&SMEN?E ............. Date...... JUNE.lJ .1982..“...“..”..”u.“...“ ....

The following'motibn from K. E. Riéckhdff;was'received'by theASenacQ_Committee
on Agenda and Rules for discussion at Senate. ' ’

- MOTION: -

”That'fheﬁSenate of Slmon Fraser Un1ver51ty goes on

record as endorsing the recommendatlons I to VIT -

»regardlng,assessments of teachlng effectlveness as ..

"~ stated.-in.the memo of April 20th, 1982 by K. E.

" Rieckhoff on the .subject of ”Student Teaching Assess»"’
ments' and ‘Tequests the. administration to! 1mplement

' 'these recommcndatlons as a matter of pol1cy

. " Senator _ Riec.:kh'o'lff's_. mémoranﬁﬁm” of “April- 20, 1982 is att-.a_'ch'ed.j
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ﬁ\r”O‘ fall 2 DUAQ
il;r L Hjuckhoff

.................................................

‘ To... ~10 \mou i HAY CONCLRN' o .', Professor of Physics

H(mbcr of S.F., U. Bourd of

... .......

Apru 20, 1982

f’f( mt)(‘l’ Of\ 3 1;"4U""‘Sl-n"‘l 7 e

Ub'\'/'c't'ﬂ()r """""""

A rccent memo by d dcpartment chdlrman Lo hls fdculty and lab.
instructors reqardlng "STUDENT TEACHING ASSESSMENTS" prompts me
fnto action. The use and pdrtlculdrly the misuse of - such ussess-

 manJ‘ﬁds been g longstunding concern-of mlne.' ‘Only the mature

2ud wise "attd tude regarding 'such’ assessments In my own depart-

"mcnt I.e. to leave it up to indivlidual instructors to declide on -
,1heir use dand to take them. only "cum grano salis" rather Lthan - gs
“Lrue measures of Leaching effectiveness,-has prevented me from

going public: with my concerns. 1 am beginninq to realize that as

d rcsponsible mcmbcr of. the Senateé aind of the Boord .of Covernors
I cannot conLlnue in” Lhe iuxury of ‘such 4 pdrochial attitude.

- Elsewhere in the university dcademlc cdareers are endangered,

promoted -or efforts misdirected on Lhe basis of- ‘the’ ‘widespread

"and gross misuse of lnformdtion of quesLiondble real value to

' . danyone with the possible exceptxon of the' affected dnstructor, How

seriously such’ assecssments. are taken by Jcademic administrators
Is exemplified by the. following quole: from the memo referred to
above.- "This perspective. on teaching’ effectivenéss. is an impor -
Lant one and: It s expected LhdL all faculty and lnstructoro will
ensure that students havc dn opportunilyfto'dssess their

,te.lchlng "

1 shall dddress myself- briefly Lo d number of questlons in Une
hope of provoking Lhought, examination  and discussion among my
colleagues, within the chulty Assocdexon among the senior
dcademic .administrators, and perhaps even wthln the SenaLL and.

‘Lhe' Board and” Lhclr dpproprldLe commillees with a view Lo,borre(-

tlve dctlon to elxminate this serious thredat. to our gacademic

“integrity. Thc queotlons are the’ follow1ng

21) Why do. 1 con31der the present prdctice to be deplordhle
and & thredt to’ our acasdemic: 1ntegr1ty°

_Zj.aHow did Lhc present prdCLlCC Lvolve dnd why 15 1[ widely

‘tolerated by so many fdculty members and academic- admin- "~

'istrdtors°

A)

- 3) What medsures Ldn dnd should he Ldken to. eilmlndlc phd
misuse and dbusc of studan Leaching assessments.?

Q.



@

1) Most dcademic departments gt S.F.U. u,e student "Leaching
wssessments In an attempt Lo measure tLhe Lt raching e¢ffeciiveness
of thelr Instructlonal staff, Often, as exemplified by the memo
quoted above, considerable pressure ‘is put ‘on faculty to cooper-
dle 1w the practice for'".,,qllfélassés,-large,and_smdll.“ - The
Instruments, (i.e. questionafres) used for this purpose vary -in
sophisticatlon and some have ‘had the benefit of. social scicnce
mcthodological expertise in thelr design. - Usually the student Is
gsked Lo rate on o numericasl “scale a number of dspects of -botl
Lhe course {tself and the Instructor und/or “teaching assistuant,
The questions can range from-integrated judygments on the part of
Lthe student about the course such as:."Would you .recommend this
course..." to specifics such as: "On a scale of 1 Lo.5 raele Lhe
helpfulness, preparation, approachability, etc.” of thé instruc-
tor." -Besides such attempts at "objective" ratings, frequently
general and specific open ended commenls are solicited. Only. -
rarely, if e¢ver, Is the student asked to identlfy his/her own
base of Judgment, i.e¢. his/her asge, acddemic goal, academic back-
ground snd standing etc. B o B

~The return rate .on these questionaires while not “always  100% -

- Is usually quite high. The results are made avallable to Lhe
Instructors "and ' provide in most departments one of the most. C

Important,. and often only, pieces of information which are used 1_.

by academic administrdators, ‘as well .as departmental and univer-

sity Lenure committees, when applicable, to Judge the profces-

slonal performance of faculty in thélr role as teachers. - Thesc

judgments are used for purposes of’rhnuwgl;'tcnure;_prqmotion and

merlt gssessment in salary consideérations. S S

will be consclentious:and honest In filling out these forms (dn
gssumption I 4am prepared to daccept oS- redsonagble in the light of
my personal kiowledge of and experieice with studernts over many -
yedrs) to what may one object? The:e‘mould be nothing to o
criticize. If these surveys were used by instructors as inform-
ation OH‘StudéhL'OpiHiOQ. The objection drises out of the misuse
made by dassuming a unique ‘relationship between 'student opinion gs
expressed in such surveys.uand-teaching effectiveness ‘and/or teac- .-
her quality. Such an éssdmptidhLls purely7based on falth and,
Cannot be backed up by any evidence excepl in extreme cases @f
poor performance and downright irresponsibility on the part of "
the tegscher. - - . . . L ; Lo

In the light of the assdhleOn LhaL'hy‘dnd ldrge'étuchLs
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‘m(rcly (ompetent and c0n501LnLlous Leaching will  appear "goo«

In Lhc first place thcrc dare . no dgrced upon crltcrla by

_which teaching cffectlvcness at the university level can be-

sssessed. AL ‘this time Lthere exlsts no scholdrly consensus
vutside a. few rather obvious dcsirdblc and. ¢ similar number of
obvlously uudeslrable charactcristlcs of an "effective teacher",
Even on some of. those, exceptlons Lo the rule cdn often be tound

o excepl for the one.rule that an effTeclive Lteacher must know und

understand the subject matter Lhdt he/she is tedching. Bul '

'lcdvlng aslde thé ‘absence of o conscnsus on what constlitules

"effective tedchlng"< there s a futhcr ‘absence of consensus s
Lo what exuent student survcys are vaijd ‘tools. to medsgrc

,anvtﬁ‘ng (even if: there were an .agreement on .what' constitules

tcdchlng cffcctiveuess) _ SLuqacs have. been made and ‘I have reaqd
my)clf ;some ‘of --Lhe oriqxnul'l:tcraturc'in the fleld. ALl thot

‘can.be safdiat Lhls Lime is that: LhLSti;Ludlcsjdfé controversial
~and that nozconsensus has cmcxged ' : oL '

This stdte of affdirs 1s. noL reully surprlslng In the

_fxrst instance,ja students. evaluatlon will be strongly influenced
"Ly his/her ‘past experlence ‘with: teachers and by his/her
'Zcxpcctations rcgdrding a pdrtlculdr .course. - If his/her previous

exposure Lo teachers has led him/herto cxpect ‘very liLtle, Lhen

’"
and "very qood" to hlm/her. In the second place, student
populations-aré not homoqencous and’ thexr dlfferences extend Lo
likes and- disllkes and differential. rcsponses regdrdinq‘

.'partltular modes of ledrnlng and teaching. - The lmportdnce'of

these faclors 'to the student ‘€valuation: is’ exempllfled by

“¢valuatlons in: which a partlculdr Lcdcher in a particular course

wds . rated by "some students. as "exccptlondlly good", by others .as
"thLpLIOHdlly bdd" a Thcse dare nol imagindry’ ‘situatlions. They
occur dll the time und 1 am . awdare of -4t least one 1nstance vhere

. such g dichotomy was furlher explored In an open- -ended -
questionaire, where. the redason for .the dssessment was asked for,
and. identical reasons were givéen: for these. divergent -judgments,

i.e. whatappeared to some studenls Lo be an exceptlionally :good.
ddpeut ‘of the: coursc was. ‘considered ‘by others in a totally '

"differcnt way.- - In some-disciplines” 1dcological compatlbilnty

between student-.and instruclor h&sfhccn shown Lo be an important

factor influencing assessmuents.

~Bul ‘Lhe problem ofﬁVqLidity,'Eﬁjidbillty, and meaning of
these opinlon surveysis compoundediby the facl that the results

are consldered, interpreted, a.¢ used - I prefer to say "misuscd”

-'by our. socalled "peercs®, i.e. people who, with somé¢ notuble
cxceptions, have absolitely no professional knowledge reguording
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appropriaste soclal sclence methodology and fts possible
ramifications. . Thus the "data", which are suspect in the first
ploce, are Interpreted and used in wuys that in themselves leave
s lot to be desired.. Specifically we find divergénces In inter-
pretation which depcnd»not only on’ the methodological sophis-
ticatfon of individuals -but also on their personal idiosyncracies
and even prejudlces. As examples lel meé cite. the use of ratings
averdged over 4 class without much ‘reéqgard Lo, the distrlbutlion,
the use of .oné ‘extrime part of a bimodal distributlon to jusllfy ' o
s personal . prejudice elther In favour or against 4. colleague, Uhe
arbitrary welghting and discounting of speciflc aspects-of i
raeting etc.  All in all one can only sdy.. that, under the ..
appearance of objec livlty in dssessment, drbitrdry judgm(an are
in facl made and rationalized. ' Such prdctlces should really not
be condoned in. dn lnsLlLution that purports to value schotarship
- and intellectual lnlcgrlty That s probably" the reason Lhal
S many. yvdrs ago the CAUT explicltly Cautioned the academic
community regarding the use of student opinion surveys, . It
spvclfxcally rccommcndcd agafnst their use for the purposes.of
tenure, promotion, and other carecr decisions and - suggested
rcstrlotxng their use to fecdbdck Lo the instructorf‘

2) 1In thc light of Lhc masslye 1ndichent given under 1)"oue»
may.. leqitimately wonder how, given.the valldity of this indict-
ment, the praclice evolveéd: and has bccomc so widely- accepted. - .
believe the answer to. be a- mutually relnforc1ng complex of :
historicaly pollticdal and psychologlcal redasons.. - .

History placed the foundlng of S.F.U. into a4 pcrlod of
“Jegltimale concern about. the seriousness of the commitment of
academics to their teaching responsxbxlxtles pdrtlculdrly in Lhe
U.S.A. gcademic establishment. Thus oic of -Lhe earliest
announced Intentions. of S.F.U. was to. Lake undergruduate Lcu(hlnq
mostl seriously and,aosure its qualily.

Politically; this perfed was diso the time in which‘
- "student-power" became an importanl concept in universities and
legitimate as well as merely ideologically oriented demands were
raised and responded to by 1ncrLasing ‘student pdrtxclpdtlon in
gLl levels of university governance. The willingness to listen’
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- manipulate students to achieve favouruble }dtJHQS'to the
detriment . of true leéarnlng: generosity In giving grades is only
‘one of the cruder and more obvious ways to do. this.

Lo the student'dnd-give’considcrdtlou to his opinfon became o
publlc "motherhood" ‘issue. This led to almost totally uncritical
acceplance of. a variety of concepts Lhat tended to abolish, us
presumably "undemocratic" or "elftlst" discrimination on. the

"byasis of differential knowledge.: Thesé trends together with the

absence of clear alternatives that could be choaracterized as

_ﬁobjéctlvc"<tedchlqg'dSSessmchs led Lo Lhe 'gcceptance of student
- oplnion surveys as the dominant tool for such assessments.

-The psychological factor abeltlig such acceptance will be
feml)iar Lo everybody who has dccess ‘to- unfiltered -student .
oginten: By and large students. are ‘excéptionally kind ‘and
yenerous in thelr-assessments of facully leaching. Belng awarc
of thelr limited knowledge ond information base, they tend Lo
give ‘the benefit of the doubt to their teachers, ‘rating facully
of mcrely_averageuprofesslohdl'competcuce and normal cdre and
conscientiousness as "good" ‘or even "very good", dscknowledyging
normal courtesies: shown Lo Lhem as if ‘they were almost unheard of
kindnesses, "and judging ¢ven professors who Lreal Lhem with
disdain gnd. who are sloppy and unrellable as "o.k." or averdge.
Uf course, there are a fair number of students who never
experienced truly competent teachers and are thus unduly
impressed by what they find at S.F.U.. Thuir dssessments, will
err far more frequently in- ways that favour and flatter ‘us than

‘the olher way around. Furtheérmore, Lhere exist a number of

cffective ways dn which cdreer-consclous Instructors can

c

The combinatlon of these faclors lcads Lo the .general ,
d4cquiescence bfvfdculty,-sincg the prgctice rdrely hurts them and

is frequently to their advantage. Academic sdministrators

naturally love a4 system .about which faculty rarely complain,
which gives them the opportunity to-point out how students
opinion is treasured and used, and 4llows Lhem to .be seen by tLhe
public in a demonstrable way ‘gs guardian of the teaching qualily
of the institution. = - ‘ L - :

With g situation in which studenls, faculty, and
sdministration ¢onspire ‘to fool themselyes, each other and the .
public by the maintenance of a pleasant set of Fllusions (not
necessarily.identical illusions for the various groups) why would
danyone wish g ‘change in this stute of affalrs? I shall lecave il
Lo you Lo decide on that question, :



3) Having adressed mydelf Lo the dbOV( qu:stions, 1 alrcady
hear the reply: "student’ questiondlree may hdave their faulls bhut
they dre the best tools we have for Leaching dssessment and
lacking better ones -‘we ‘must .continue to use them.” . My answer and
Lhe reccommeéndations arising from IL have two dspects., T would
he honest to dcknowledgc the deficiencies in the first place and
In the second place,; given the extent of the: defxclencies. it :
would be . preferable nolt to. udse any Ledchinq assessment even . if
nothlng else could be substituted. Butl there are ways- in which
we can davold intellectual fraud and yel use student .input Lo make
sufflcient, albelt ddmlLLedly subjective, judgments with respect
to a .rough JSSessment of tgdching effectlveness. . » )

_Here then are my recommendatlons. '

I) Abandon any altempl to Judge teaching effectlvents* for
purposes of renewal, promotion, tenure, -and- saldary
review on g scale that is finer than the folowiug broud
categories.';"[xceptlonally good""ﬁdcceptdble “and
"undcceptably ‘bad". IR '

I11) Assume in the absence .of dny spec1flc evidence Lo Lhc
-contrdry that any. lnstructor, who - demonstrdbly kuows the
subject mitter of . the course he/she is Ledching, falls
into the group classlfidblc 45 "acceptable SR

- 111) AccepL as. "Specific ev1dence for other than.
L "acceplable® performdnee only Lhe following 1n
decreasing -order of .dmportance: S
1) Corroborated Lesleoql from professiondl coll(uguts
bolh - within. and outside the university. who have -
personally atténded lecturcs, semindrs-etc. of the
person to be Judged LT

“i1). A conslstent putLLru'of‘eomplimcnts ‘or _complainls by
’ past and present students who have: tdken courses
“ from the person to- be Judged | and whose comments have
‘been investigated and wexghcd dCCO”dlng to. LhLA\A
ACOmmenlators academic standirig, experlence, ana
general re11db111ty. (In the case of compldjntg,
the faculty complalned about must, ‘of course, have
_been given the opportunxty to respond and. hxs/hcr
responses must dlSO be considered) : : B

Iil).-;SLatxstlcal opinion surveys of alumn; dot-enrol]cd‘_
‘as students at the time of the survey who have Laken
courses from Lhe person to be Judaed. - -
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1v) Prohiblt as-a matler of policy the. use of opinion
surveys administered Lo students still enrolled al the
unlversity for purposes of maklng judgments gsboul o
'chulty'members rencwdl,,promoLion,fLenure and salary
review. oo ‘ : : :

V) Prohibit d4s .4 matter of policy the cxertion of any
pressure expressed ot implled on the part of academic
administrators on course instructors. to use student
opinion surveys. ' S

Vi) Where course instructors for Lthelr own purposes and
benefit wish to use€ student opimion surveys they are
of coursee at lliberty to do.so, but the use of results
of such surveys should be restricted to Lhe Instructor.

VII) Encourage students dissatlsfiéa or exceptionally
pleased WiLh:Lhefperformance-bf_an-instruétor to make
Ltheir complaints and/or compliments known Lo the chair
of a department for appropriate actlion or (If Lhey are
too unsure of themselves) have Lhem go to the ombuds-
person of the Student Sociely who may then acl in thelr .
behalf. - I I - : :

Concluding,rCmarks: R ' : o

1 am gware that 1 am altacking something that will be per-
celved by some as "a sacred cow", which, however; to me appears
to be merely a myth. 1 urge the reader Lo take the time to read
‘Lhe above carefully, to conslider It 4s free of emotfon 4as is '
possible, to discuss the merlits of ‘my remarks wilh others, and,
.'ultimdtely,,Lg_rcspondbin Concrcte-quhion to my.rccdmmcndutions.

Your considered opinion will be of interest to me and should be
of Inlerest Lo our senior scademic administrators. Let's hoar
from you. : h - o - :

Sinéefcly; f

br. K.E. R eckhotr

N -

KER/mlb
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Current Unlver51ty pollcy concernlng the cvaluatlon of , .
teaching is as follows: :

1. Faculty
Appendlx IT to Pollcy AC 2 (Renewal Tenure, and
Promotlon) 1ncludes the follow1ng statement- '

2 l Teachlng Effectlveness

Success as a’ teacher, however measured or assessed

is the paramount criterion for evaluation.. Generatlon'
of enthu51asm in students, dedicated involvement w1th1n
"one's- dlSClpllne, .openness to 1nnovatlon ‘and the
capacity for a broad. approach to one's: subject matter
are .all lmportant aspects of teachlng effectlveness."

2. TSSU Bargalnlng Unlt Employees

A copy of Article. XVII of the Lollectlve Agreement
between the Unlver51ty and TSSU 1s shown below.

Artxclexvl; Employment Evaluutlon

A. AR employcc may be evaluated at ltllt once durinq any -

' semester in which she/he 18 employed. An employee may’
request that an evaluation of her/his performance be
undertaken during a semester ‘and an evaluation will be’
made provided such a request is recelved by the Department
Chairman at least one ‘month betore classes end in that
senester

0., Lvaluatton shall be.made on the pertornance of. the
dutlcs asslgncd to' the employee.

¢. - Evaluation may. tnclude assessment’ ol ‘the emeoyee-s
performance by the. students asslgned to the ‘employec;
and by the person to whom the. employee is responsible’

‘and/or such other ‘person(s) as may deslqnnted by the
Chairman. : <L . :
. D, A copy o( the evaluation shall be torvurded to the

employee and she/he’ shall be permitted to add relevant “.g"i i
communtl on the ovaluatlon to her/his cmploymcnt fite:, .

r. u.pp:zmonto that do not currently have .formal |yntomu'
¢ of vvaluation of the work porformance of baryaining
unit employees shall be ‘encouraged by the Unlve(nl!y tu
initiate and maintaln 'uch lyston-.' : .

r.  The design, ¢dmlnl|tratlon and intecpretation o( such
’ evaluations falls within the area o( manoqenent S rtqh(s

and renponslbilttiea ) . _ ) ) ) . | o
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