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Granting\ 
Doctoral »~~g~·ee_s 

- . 1 

administer the program. The Master 
_Plan, indeed, was yisionary and 
generoys at its i1;1ception. Higher 
educational ~pportuiiities ·were 

· extended to those who were striving, 
. -by mea1,1s ofa higher-education, to , 

become part df the middle clas~. In 
this noble· pro~ess: astoyn,~_ing oppor- .~ 

tunities were afforded il.mbitious 
aspirap.ts to the upper level professions 
dUe to a rapidly expanding CSU faculty. 
This occupational mobility was-even· 
more unbelievable fo~ those of us 
!acuity ofhumble family origins. 

:'experts." It,is totaL resJless pionee:cip.g spirit ofCalifomia 
cos~·for univer~~ties will be greater than. ··requires~ our best effort. We guardians ·

§urrent costs relative to percentage of ·· of'tlie people:s miive~sicy can renew · / 
tax rev~nue or sfate income. Because ·our commitment each time we look at 
of the'loosening of the UC doctoral our· stude~ts and see the descenda~ts 
·degree monopolies, /costs could be ·- of the poor, minorities, and the / 
lower. Competition te~ds to lower. oppres~ed. We need a vision that 
prices for cgmmodities and senrices. reaches beyond (the status quo if we 
We dop\'t know-about state support are goirlg to leave.~ legacy. Fumre-; 
until we l;lSlc. If we don't, less worth- generations, then, dan remember us as 
white proj~cts instead

1 
will be legis- a faculty-who helped make a difference 

lated an4•funded. With the Chancellor, that was··worth remembering. 
,· )'1 

faculty, and all other university consti-
tuti9J1S, OUr efforts can bring US 
togethei as we focustonthis common 
objective. Ideal times and circuJ:Ii
stance& never will·be: The'time is now~ 
the place is here and the goal is right. 

.Editor's Comment 
yYhaJ are yom,;thoughts?Gg to http:// 
faculty. fullerton. edu/senatenews · mid 
register your c~mcern in the discussion group 
"PhD or Not for CSU." 

No matter how much we del~de Leaving succeeding g~~erations~with 
our.s~l~~~' our cuq:ent efforts only . , ' opportunities equal to what we had in 
mamtam a status quo. The Master Plan the pione~ring years of the Master ~ 

C.E. Tygar;t, is/a Professor of Sociol
ogy and a'member of the IRB. Commit
tee. He. was a .m~mber of the Univer-

.. ·sity Researeh ... Committee in 1972, 
/ho longer benefits CSU and deprives Plan"_ poses great difficulties. The, 
Califomi~ of the fulle.~t pote,nti~lfrom 
CSU. No stampede t~ adopt doctoral 
programs J¥ill occur. Only some .. , 
departments and universities will award 

) doctoral degrees .. The UC System will 
continue with the older professions i 

such ~s med~cine and law: The CSU · 
campuses W~l,lld emph~size morel 
re~ent or applied disdplines such as .' ~-
education and business. An increase in 

· total doctoral degrees. granted is 
unlikely. Some doctoral cap.didates, .for 
example; might att_eiid CSU rather than 
privatemniversiti~s. - F . ; 

A CSU doctorate sh~uld and would 
have standards as rigorous as UC; w~ 
CSU Jaculty would ensure that. No 

Michael H. Birnbaum 

tudent. evaluations. of teaching 
' were originally int~nded to \ 1 

help iq1proye instruction, bat 
the~: inay b~1 doil).g more harm 

~ I 

than good. Because retention, tenure, 
.. promotion, and merit salary raises ar~ 

influenc_./ed by student evaluations! 
. . . I ·. . ' 

faculty members mal(e cha:Jlges in their ~ knowledgeable pbrson would/ suggest / 
~-that the academic standards .for ~ 
~ ~ . ' . I. courses that they believe will iniprov~ 

tjleir evaluations. This a:cticl~ explores 
beliefs held by members of the faculty 

example, of Ohio StateJJniversity are 
·~~s~ rigotous than ~he University of -" 
Oh1?. ]'he <;ST:ltradition of teaching 
excellence ~oWd not dimini~h. Faculty 
stilVwould be required, .for) promotion 
apd tenure, to run the, same gr:ueling , 

--gauntlet- about their-teaching effective-

. concerning how, changes in~ grading·" 
rstandards and content~-bfcourses would 
affect stuqent evatuations and student · 

' learning. \ · ~ · . 1 

'-
ness. Faculty, we would hope, would no 
longt;r feel the n~ed to apologize for 
being a s9holar at CSU. 

Cost estimates-largely reflect the 
... ideologies of the pronouncing· 
I / j : •• , 

... A majority of QSUF faculty whoCwer~ '
survey~d judged that studept lea~ing 

. can be improv1~d by .incr~asing courSe 
oonten! and by raising standards for 
gr~ding. However,.they also stated tl;lat 

) (. 

wheiiJRB was est{ibtfshed ~-

thes1e.improvements would hurt therr 
' . ) 

. (evaluations. The majority judged that 
the current sistem of tenure ().n:d 
_eromotion discourages raising ~tan
danls·, encourages lowering~of stan
dards, an~- promote~ "watering down" 
of course 'content. /Most said that 
rat~ngs are hurt by changes that would 
improve lea1ning, -and that· the use of 
stud~nt ev~lu&tions of teaching is 

I 

(Conti~ued on page 2Q) 
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Sm-vey of-Faculty 
Concel"ning Stude~t 

EvabiationsJof TeachiJig ) 
( - ' 

harmf'ill to the qu~lity oLeducation.-)n 
another survey of 142 CSUF. students, 
the maj6rity gave-highest ratings:to L 

courses with the least· content and· tlie 
l~we-st standards; thus,. the, fa;ulty -

evaluations, most figure out how to·· 
get better evaluations. Do their · 
adjqStmertts proniote' stude~t ly~mi])g7 
No, according to a survey of CSUF 
faculty._ 1 

Tvvb hundred and eight CSUF faclfl,ty 
, responded to an ,emaU surv~y. Seve~ty 
six faQult)r members hadJyss than 12

1 

years experienQe (68 wer~ lmtenured), \ 
66 had 12 to 24 years, and 64 had mote 

respon41fd that stuclents 
against_cermin gr_oups. 

1 

.._, 'j .- • 

(The. questionnaire defined /stqdent 
~.leami1lg a\0'lmowledge ofthe--'subject 

/ ·'' ""-" / ,-~ 

matter, as -inight be measured by ~/ 

_o~jycti~e, st~p~ard{zed ex~ms ... the ~urn 
. ofknbwledge and skills that the student 
retains .from the elass and will be able to 
use in tlie fl_lture.'') 

understands stude.nt opinion. 
I I ·,· -- 1•- • f j / 

A recentis~uy Jof-Ame~ff~rz Piycholo- . 
gisr featu(ed the controversy ()P. ) r ~. 

cyalidity a~d giases of s,tude_ut evalua~ 

than 24 y~ars~~ F~llowfng are ~orne of/ I ~How wouldin'creasing the .content \ . 
~th~ re~ults: , ' . coveredi~ atass anddn assigned · ; ·. 

\ - _) ' ~ / ) -~ -' - ' __/ 

' ,' I reading~ affect studentle]lrning? I ) / 

~If you }vere to RAISE ~tanaatds 45.2%*/said thaj: increasing content 
1 for gtade~ in your clasS, ~ould it 1 1 

would irtcre.ase' student lea~ing , , 
. . ,_ - I '" \ -/ (. \ I• C. 

. tions oft~ashing. Meta-analysis of! . r-affectyoun st!u!ent evaluations? compared t6 27-.9% who thought the"--
Nearly tW;~third~ofthose surveyed--, opposite} ~ 

(~ / 
studies concluded that less than ohe~' 

/(65.4%*.>,0~ 136)r~portedthat high~r---'.:-' " 
:, ( k'/ - _/ __ )\ \ • ) / ,· "--- ', 

sixth of the variance of evaluati~ns is 
-~,-~ -\ '__J 

./ 

_ ~- / ~> s~ano9-rds would result~ lower would raising _standard~ for · 
1 

• _ev-aluations/ and only 3.4% (7) ~g1'ading affect studen(ll!,drninjj~ ~--~-. 
thought t~e dppo~ite wc)uld\-dccur;_/ 57.2%*/ resppnded th~t raising 
tile others stated no difference. J standa:@s would~increas'e sfu~~nt 
(* Aste~igks designate\that split ar~_/- learning againstonly- 7.7%-who 
statistically ~ignificant-throughouti F indicated the opposit€. Th~ theoi)u 
this paper~) - inost often expressed iwis /that students 

? · 1 
•· _) · ~ill :voflt:t~~achiswe ~ ce~ai11 gr~de._:oJf· 

I IfyJJu ~ereto1NCRE:ASE f less lS reqmreCl to pass, students ease / 
the amount of CONTENT '- <fff in their >stUdies, _so they leam and 
(m~teria9 1if1 your cla~s,e~,~(wou{d retain less, /_ ' 

1

1 

" .- I 

/ it,(lffeEt studenlevaluations? ; " . '1 ' 

About two~thrrds ( 65. 9%*Jre~· - .Dolfs th;citrrent'syste;,.of pro/flo~ 
sponded that <increasing content \!_ion "alultenure give i~centives 'M 

. ~~"- /would decreas~ student evalua- RAISE sta~J_dardsjpp grading? A -
ass\ociated w]lli e~ucational perfor- tjons, agCl!irlst only)4.8% who stated the ·~ ~~~ h / Yr · 
mance. Some,authors warned that ' .· \ .· . . surpr:i~Tgly,hig 92:3°0 ;1< ~):ated "no" 

~~-

. . , _, 7,7' opposite. The th~ory~proposeg is th~C compared to only 5.8%who said "yes." 
ra~11fgs 'are so compl~cated ~at~ a~ypnY' with' less c~nfent, \he ~tudent b~lieves, ~ ~ / 

;using them for p:actiCal pm;pp.s~~ must, ~that the inst,ructor was· vezysuccess±Uf 
unde!-"~~and ~on~mear,c~?-1:laddltlve, · in te~chinithe subject: Because < • / 

mult1d~m~Es10nal mode,lmg 9f con-:- ~~dent,s cfc(J?-ot know what content 
foun3ed Judgment data. should have been ipduded in the' , 

)--
'course, theywilhlot know that .J 
· importantmaterial·ha§ peen bmitted 

/ ' ,__ -- -- :'~' c -\'\ 
until\ later, lo1lgct-ftet the evaluations ~re 

My~_field~of research is'h11man judg-; 
. ment. -with tlie same methods used in 

\ / - ' \. ,, / 

student evaluations, I fo.und that the gone. ·"' ! 

~ ~ll{rtber 9 is judged to' be sigriifieantly 
"bigger'' than 221. Since·<9 < 221, we ~ c 

,should be-Gareful not to:.evahiate . '_J student· evaluations influenced 
JacultY by the s._am~ 'methods that lead - h)J~uch variables .as ~fl~e teacher's~_' 
to wrong conclusigns. · .~ personality, at{ractiveness, g~nder, 

1 ··, r • race, dj·ess, religim;z;~ethnicity, · 
· ·_ j ••· " '/ ( ·~ • . se~uill orientation, or disability 

. ApC\rt from the actual V.l1lidity of 1 stailts? In respon~e to this question, 
student evaluations is a p'otentiall~ ~- ../' (', / ' 

I • only 16.8% responded th~t student 
mbre 'impmiant question, 11am~ly, their~ I • • " 1 b( d"· )...; 01 * 

· d. l.-·-d·ty 1A1llth _ h , _ratmgs are un 1ase , 5L,4;_(o perce]Vf1. Vq 1 .. 1 . £\_. oug some ." ~ . · <I : . 

t h . ./ ' 'fi d b (.· f· h·d· ' t - responded t_hat _stud_ents . are blased lfl-eac eg; ~are Ire ecause o 'St"~- en r, -········· f . /- _.·-- · . . 611 * 
._) 

0 

• "' \ _,;avm~ o ce7ia1~ grgupsl; ~ ~o 

l_l. 

/ ' ,__,.....-) "-..._,. (' ~~ 

the current system of;promo-
tiort and 

1

tl}n!ll'e encou;age j{icu(ty too'
\. LOWER their standards? 70.2%* 

1 I, , ' 

··. said;"yes",JJ.gainst 28.~%"who said 

ilze u~e ofstutlent evaluati~;,; 
encor~rage faculty ·~(J ~'!fl;JTER 1

( _( / 

(DOwN" content in their courses? 
) 72: 1 %* said "yes" against 26.9% who 
said :'no." 

' l 

;-- \ -

Thus, the IT1ajoi[ty opihi~n of the 
faculty is tnat~thy ·incentive~ system for1 

tenl}re and pfomotiQ.n causes lay!llty to 
lower stilidards and water :(Jown / ' 

- ' . 
\ ' 

( (:onti'nued/ on _page I 
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fContinuedfrom page 20) -\. this problem;--Bas~d/ondatapublished 
Survey: . ~eaclY sep1es1er at CSUF~ st~aents wh6 

ions Concerning plan' to be teachers have some of the 
- · highest gradepoint averages (GPAs) on 

1 
\ EvaJuations~ -•~f Tf(achlng i _/the'c~mpus. When .askedcif students--

courses, which nios(facultymembers· · with the highes): GPA,s are indeed the-
believe will decrease student leaming: best stUd~nts,:only 12.7%* thought' 
Appatently, them~j~rity of faculty. these "-future teachers" are our oe.st 
\J~lieye_1that the ihc1entiv.~ system has students; abovt twice ~s maJ1Y'rated __ -. 

- the -dpppsite ef~eet of what a citizen~~n these)studehts •C).S ~eloway~;hg~ on/!he 
I lav'or of_qu,alicy'education would campus, and 55t8_<>1oAudgedthem l ;, 

sup· port. · - · average - r - · 
.. ~ 1 00. pages to read' in a sernest(fr, and 

) • \_ _ 1 • - • r - / , nothing else tp, d?~ gy!§jde of-class)~ 
~(Jver the yeaf:s, /have~you ch~nged + Wl;zqtperc~ntage of undirgradu-; than to a course with "heavy" ~Qntent . 
the amiiftnt of material _presented-in Jttes who want to be t~achers d(J you·" (800 p~ges tp read an/d homework 

"·...---your classes? 48.6o/o_*'~,aid that they thin.k should·become.teachers? '"- 10assignments); o!llY _9 gavehighestc 
.-\now presentiJC(ss.material against Ne~rly two thirds (63%*) of r~sp'on., ratings to courses with-the hlost:::--· 

14.2% who saidthatthey present more dents said that less than halfshould content Ohly-16,9%.(2;4) rateO:.a _/ 
··material, and the p:~st indiGated no ? I become teachers. ---<' . "iiiedimii~' leveV()f boptent as·b~tt~r 
,chang_t,_ · " 'l " · than the "light" level, although the 

, (~ ./ ~. _ ... 
1 

/ .Whatpercerztage (Jjgraduates in\~ "medium\' couFse was cdescnbed as .' -"' 
~Vver- th.e years, hav~ you' changed -your department possess the ~general_ having _"300 pag~ of ~edim:h level -. /'-

-the. standards required. thgeta l education, specific skills, and '- .- v---T~§ldiJ}g'' to do in. the seb:leger; and the 
]JlJSsinggradlin y_oul class.es? (32.2%:__ ~ knowledge base that, s~~ultJ. 'be . \ course might require some study to 

/said that they now use-lower standards required of a gradu,ate? T]J€/median ' master the material. -. ' 
. against ~.2% ,;vlio said that the§ now

1 
.. ---respo~se was.60%) .Thus, .~he average " 97.9.% (139* ofJ42) gave higher,. 

use higliet:~st~mdards." 
1 

J , \ _ faculty men-tberbel'ie:ve~ that twoout ratings tci-a <;g.urs~ w'tli~"vef){. easy" ) 
,SiQ.~e the majority opinirib. i~ that,,. _ /-· of every fivi q our gradmi_~es,__are~not §tandards t@.n to a'course with "very 
reductions in cohte(ltiand .~nd:gds:are qualified\to]eceive the <;legrees r.we _ .:}!ard" s~andards. ,Only 14{9.8-{0) 
harmful--to studenf'leaming, it seems :./ confe{ upon them. ~tudentsgave their highest t~ting_s .to a 
sad that SO!Tiany faculty eon cede'"-, -· . . "~ . -.._____ . / I \ •• course"'with ''medium-easy" orT'me--- \ - ('\ 
,having made~§:q~ng~s 'that they-bel~~ve ) A sample-of 142lower drvision) I· ilium-hard" standar4~. / 
reduced tl!e quality of education. studeni§ evaluated 89 hypothetical 

- ' .-cl<tsses, .ba:sed~ on \)co~bi1tat1ob.s~ of The "very e~sy" stand~rds course w~s 
~]]lease assess -thepfi?paration of , three~vahables: instruqtor.'s indjyi4ttal. descr~b~d ·~~-follows: ''T1lis instructor' 

· students.wh7i are pow e11rolled in.you.J'-----c. chara9teristic~ (per'sooc;lity );,.standards gives. riiosf stUdents A~, and ~S,-(;.wen 
·· college' o~. univer~ity, compared_!~ ' . for -grading i~ w~ C?Uf~~' arid the "those WI;9 ate'st~ggljng_ witnfhe ... ~ 
pyeviousJJears. The' majority ( 67.3% ~ . amount of ~on tent., The students material. or who have 'nol-p~el,} diligent · 
or~·t40)'-t:ep~rted that students-<tfe not i·epres~nted 29 differen.(majors;there in attendance a~d·stUCLy~-,· Only -the most ~~ 
as \yell pr~pareq/now/compared to~ ~" . we,re also 26 with·ll:D:de~lared iru1jors~'T ·· dueless-student will get a C in this 
only 2.4% (5) who sa:fd the opposite. 'anticipated that this heterogeneous ·mix . 'clafs'. If a pbrs~trhas half-a brain and 

tWhen ask6d what pe~gent:age-o[ lower c1 (.o~ studegt~ ~ould~old a v~tietyof " I attends some of the time;(they getf an 
divis'ion students possess the sfudy- [ different VleWS"iQfWhat would/~the 1A~r a BI{J11 the "tl}~diu'~,easY' course' 

\ skills one shcSuld~expect ~fthe top 1/3 optimal ~l~ss.~Howep~~, to m)i> ~ _ _ , most studeht_§.getAsand ~s. "Me"-
of high scho~l~g'raduates, th~ m~dian > ' 's~fp~ise, the students·wer~-=remarlmbJy \'-dium-hard", 'Y~ a class::ith 30% A~ 

_' r~sponse was 40%, with 85 responses'- ,_ homogeneous in their ev.al~~tions of and Bs, 50% Cs, and 20% Ds-and Es. · / ( 
~~b~lq\V 30o/~ ~md 1.34 (64%*) less than . courses: - 'Th~ S~ery hard" co~~se assigned 7% c 
~requal to 50~. ApparenJly, about · "94.4% (134* of142) gave higher As, l3%,Bs, 40% Cs,)5% Ds;.and--~ 

' two-thirds of the f~cultY--think that\ half ·evah1ations tc) an "attra~tive; well- , . ~ 15% !Jail.::_. 
~or more of~our student;; do fi<:)t qualify "·- dressed, ·36 year·ol/d female: with a nice ~ ~...-
ti~derthe State's co:ticept for admis" __personality" than to·:i "62 rear olcf, Students gave the highest rating to~ the 
sion. I ._ c · ~. m~le with a slight tremor (due to a co_urse in which the teach~r~ is attnic-.; 

" 1 previmis strolse) who doesn'tlsmjle in tive,~w,h~re the stand~rds for grading: /. 
One theory ·is that deClinjng~standards · class.'~ · · ·J'-" •• • .. -~ ·I _; 

-for rec'entiiew teachers·is a cause·of ;- (" 92.3% (131*)\gav~ hLgher_ratings to·' 
' - · -.. - a~ class with "light" content (less than 

..----. I 
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Surv~y of Faculty Opin .. 
tons Co'ncer:Ding~ Student 

, Evaluations of ':Feaching 
. I 

are ~owest, and w}l~re the cotiteAt is / 
. least. Apparently, the majority of 
faculty. ~re correct ip their understand
ing of what stude'nts like. 

exams). Therefore,\is it reasonable to 
'assume that tliese s~me stu@nts are 
accurate/when they give evaluatiVe 

- -· desyriptions anonymously with no 
incentive to be accurate and no pen-alty 
for libel? 

Qur incentive system has pro~uced a -
decline in standards th~t diminishes 
education. Students are motivated to 

I • / / / "" 

What are the conclusions we may draw get,good grades, and faculty, are 
from this? . According to the majority motivated to get good evaluations. 
of faculty meill.bers, the incentive Unfortunately, bot];l ofthese iJiterests 
system (using student evaluations for \ can be satisfied by

1 

reductions· in 
promotion and tenure decisions) puts content and gtading standards; which 
teachers ih a conflict of interest ' diJ.12inish. education. The. finding that · 
between making changes that wou1d the ~verage member of our faculfy 

. improve student learning and making thinks that only 60% of our gradu~tes 

required 15y various education deci
sions in both the United States 
Suprem,i Court ~nd the California 
·~Supre~e Co~rt. / . · \_ -> 

Recently, a pers?9ne! ·committee 
member repeated,jn writing, a remark 

·he read in a student evafuation. The 
/ s.tudent comment was false, could have 
been harmful td a professional~~ 
reputation, and was s~en in a perfor- ; 
mance evaluation by several other·_ 
part~es._ The re~dei will recognize ... 

1 

these markers as the tests of libelous 
accusations: libel on the partj6fthe 

/ 

_student and the professor who reR~ated 
the false statement. 

changes that would irpprove student ' have educations to match their degrees'- Validity is apotherimportant issue.r~ 
S.tudents may feel ftee to falsely evaluations/:' /An implicit assumption i~ _ is. a sign that our-institution is in 

the use/ ofstudent evaluations is that-. , --;rouble. We should begin·to studihow/ 
the average student is more likely right~ . our incentive system can be changed to 

J. ! -

. accuse a professor)vhen classroom 
standards are nigh and, as a resqlt, 
grades are lower. Research shows 
littlec6rrelation between learning ana 

)than the profe~sor. B:owev~r, i{is align the interests of smdents, facultY; ( 
dubious if~ profe,ssor should re~sigl0- and the p~ople of the State. 
a course to suit anonymous coll11:11ents 
by students- wh~ have not yet finished .. · 

) .· -- : ppe class on the subject. /It seems -~·~ 

doubtfulJhat studepts,wh? hale not y~t 
taken the next course in a sequence can 
~udg~ if they if ere adequately.pre_pated 
·m the first course. 

Many, stliaents are inaccliraJe in 
ae~~crmtng--wJtlat the teSlcher said irr 

motivated to be -a~ 
,_, ..... u ... .a..,.~ (wlien taking 

Editor's Comment \/ . 
A more. completeversion of~is pl.iper may 
be found at http://faculty.fullerton.edu/' 

I 

senatenews. 

Michael H.Bh·nbdttm, -Profe:!sor of" 
Psychology, is l)irector of the Decision 
Research Cente1~ member of the- Publica
tion~· Conu)Jittee, Sodety for Judgement 
and Decision-Mak:inf{, and on the 
Execittive board of the Society for 
Ma(hem~ticalPsy~hology. /) 

Gayle 1i Vogt 

ichael Birnbauw's <;trti~e, "A 
Survey of Faculty Opi:¢ons 

• -- ) 0 

Concerning Student Evalua-
tions of Teaching,'1 again raises th{ 

~jssues of fairness and validity in the>" 
. personality contests called \'evalua'" 
'tions.":Fairness is an issue because of· 
student anonymity, a direct violation of 

I ' 

procedural dl)e process,, a process~-, 
( 

/ - \ r 

high evaluations; indeed, .some studies 
sJlow an inverse relationship. ·That is 

···to say, the higher the eval~aiion, the 
· less learning--,---~s measured-by test 
s~ores-}')as talcen pl~ce. What qoes 
correlate consistently is 
story telling: Professors 
w4o 

entertain with · 
funn)' stori~s rafc 

_higher. 
./ 

A dolle::tgue, new -
irt her department 
and unfamiliar 

- with the eval~atio~ 
game_, whose stan
dards were exception
ally_.hig~ and whose 

.course content was 
extremely rigorous, 1 

.\\''as placed on·· 
'- pro batibn ,because _ 

of lpw sj;udent evaluations. When she 
~ leatned ,to mapipulate her course, her 

......._ €-Vi,tlgati<ms went up, thus increasing 
/the probability for retention. There are 

/ J ' \" -------

/exceptions to these anecelotes, 

(Continued en page 2 3) 
) 



Reply to Michatjl Birnb~tmt's 
''Stn"Y~yo(Faeulty Opinions 

" CoJicet"lllng Student Evalb81" 
tions ofTe~lrlng" 

/ 
/ \! 

certainly, but the tnith of them abounds 
in and out of academic research 
literature. , 

Where a professor with a~difficult 
course and demanding standardsalso '~ 
enjoys

1
higli evaluations, a little .. · 

' investigation often reveals _that 
stu~ehfs' shopping for a~ el'l:SY ~la'ss' I 

avmd thaCprofessor or drop the class 
after reading the syllabus. This 
routine, thetr~,eliminates low-a~hieving 
students who riiight write dispar~iging 
comments or~ubble in 16r ranking~. 
Some professors deliberately sound 
tough on the first dax or two in order 
to reduce class size, leavjng student/ 
scholars who value .high standards and 

. . ' r 
an inct;eased leveL of learning. J -

•' 

Tlio~e of us who believe,' as I do, that 
-student evaluations ofJeachers ar~- ' 
inyalid, unfair, apd thus· harmful to 
education ~lso-understand th~t admin
istrators have few alternatives. -The 

- disf}dvantages, though, far outw~igh 
tlfe advantages. Anonymous evalua= 
tions create an eiercise of power over a: 

. precious faculty\ liberty, that of due'--.. 
proces~. If the university community 
retains- this perfotmance measure,~ 
stu~ent ,anonyfuityshould b-e elimi
nate~ so that faculty mem'bers can face 

,j I 

their accuse\·s and even sue for libel 
where warranted./ If students were held 
to the same standards i~-their e~alua-

/tion~ 1as are' faculty members in their 
g~£tdingpractices, the entire system 

. would be improved. 

GayleVogt isamember ofther 
Marketirrg!Busin'ess Wi-iting Depart
ment. !She currgntly se1~ves (011 tlfe 
Faculty AjJ~frs c;olnmittee as well (Is 
the University Bom~d on Writing 
]!rofici~ncy. Gayle 1yas el;cted to the 
Academic Senate ih 1990-93 and 
pgain;from 1995-97. r/ 

/ 

I 

'instructions ~or completing, the pag~ 
read: "Please state your opinion of>the . . . . ) -
mstructwn m th~ class. Your state-

. meht is significant, for it will be··· 
placed ih the instructor's Professional 
Review File." A large blank space 
~follows ~nd then, at the bottom of the 
page~.stud(nts are asked to .put a1 ~ 
number to their opinion of the instruc
tion: ~5· = ~xcellerit;· 4 = above average; 
3 = aver~ge;2 ~below av~rage; 1'= · 
poor.· 

I 

- " ~- 'i 

_ What these directibns tell students 
more or less is this: ."We Wgnt your 
opinion, not your ~vaiuation of 
instructwn. Saywha:t you wish, and 
whatyyer you say wil!;be significantto 
this instructor's evaluation by-fellow 
professionals." Nowhere is there a 

I I . ~ 

1place' for. students. to co11111lent on their 
responsibility to th'e course: "Did 'yo~~ 

/attend class regularly?. Did you do all 
~he work\expeeteq ofyouT' No· 
st~tement' says, "D~scribe your own 
contrib_ution to·and involvement in this' 
clas~." As Birnbaum~eomclents, 

1 
students C(an"give·eyaluative descrip-

ichael Birnbaum asked tions anonymously with no·-incr;ntive ~, 
f(l,cultY question~ about,'- to be accu~ateynd,/ro penaltyfor·--
student e:valuations; our libel" (emphases mine). We put the 

.. ariswyrs indicate the negative -intP~! burden for the. course ~solely on the , 
we believe those evaluations have on instructor ali4' encout~ge O\lr students l 
our teaching. . Becaus~ .my responses to to do the same. Are we"surprised then, ~ 
the survey generally-refleci~the -, at the powyr students take when they 

"majority opinion:; in this reply to. his\. fill out'~evaluatioils? / j 

findings, I want to bring up a rel~ted 
issue'which he doesn't discuss specifi-

/ .. . 
cally. Y~t iLseems i11Jplicit ih the'---- i 

chemistry·offaculty evaluation which, 
Df. Birnbaum doe~ dis~uss: the d~sign 

. of student evaluations. For the way in 
'-'. which we ask our students to evaluate 

us is no doubt mirrored in their r~- ' 
spQns6s- that we then have to defend 
and/or explain during'RTP processe~. ,-

In my department, for e5Zample, 
-students are given a sheet of nearly 
blank paper which is titlyd STUDENT. 
O£INION FORM (note the w9rd 
opinion as opposed to "evalilation"). · 

__) 

When I read some of my student / 
ev<l_h.lations-and I am one of-those 
who does read them ev~ty 

j 

(Co~tinued o~ page 24) 

I 
./ / 
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In the l~mguage CO~_l'Sy rv~ d!scu;sed 
here/student evaluations tend'to' run 
below the-aepartrnent~average for those 

, of us who. teach it because most 
stu~enfs1 entering dredential programs 

term__:_! wonder' at time\ 'if the stu(ients must receive at least aC, some a B~ or· 
'and I tool~ part in _the _SaJ.tle elks's. Let they will }lav~ to retake it. ~Since the · 
me give an example. I reg~llarly teach --~~ course represents very high stake?for 

) m~Jlpper" division course which- studies -·them, students often· vent th~ir:frustra_.~ 
'the./$1rucif're_of the Erigl~sh language. - tions_about it aud their g~ad~s through 
._ ( · • 1 - ~ _th~~end of term ev~luation .. ,Th~ryf~re, 

wh.en, I sit on ,our -pepartment (Person-
-~<netCorrinrtttee,·I pay attention to the 1 

tlassificatiQn of the courses for ~hich 
insfiuctors.:::-are bei{lg evaluated, , 
espe9ially In-high /stakes situ.ations for ' 
faculty/ e.g., ~1'~ decision§ or reten- 1 ~_ 
t~on decision~ for part time ·lecturers~ 

-who teach Wrritinf T~achi11g certain 
courses can~be hazardous to que's 

r_ future at the u11iversity. -~- \ 
___ ,, 

-- /'Lhis col)rse is ~equired of stgdents ._ ' 
majuring~ English ct~din Libyral StudieS"' 
who intend to.: go into teaching~ - Stu-:. I 

I ' 
dents oftenJind 'the <:;ourse very difficult · 
because they have littkba:ckgrouhd in 

' t.. thiy are~. -Last Sp_fing, one stUdent 
opined: "[Qr. Crouch J makes us feel 

Michael· Birnbaum's sprv'ey reveals the-J 
divide. that exists between~wh~t~we ( -~ 

\believe in as teachers ~arid what our· 
students l;)eli~ve about themselves a~/ 

.leameJS. f hope in-the.f~ture lJt~ ··~- . 
~irnbamn will' lolok int<nhe qySlgnof ·, 
,student _evaluations, because the 

l . mannerinwhich 

D. V Ramsamqo) '.)~~ 

j \ ( 
' .. .Y •, -. . . . I \ .-~- \. 

want to share the exp~rience of 
'the'~I5epartme!1~ of.Civil ~~gi-
l :neerfng, 0\.;er a peripd of eight 
yeqrs, of the relationship between 

student evaluatio_ns and student 
learning in· differe,nt sectioiu( of the ~ 
sarrie d~ss with common final'-exami.: 

. - - . \. . ~~ .J 
~natlOns .. Acon;Ipanson of student _ 'gJilt/, incoinpetent,/and ignorantfdr the~ 

c.things that we don't know;J.taiherthan-.-
- . praiseus-pi~ie,inf~~c~·wnat weuo know. 

the qu~stio~s, or/ 
statement~ on . 
evaluatjon 
forms are 
preserffed G 

~cetiainly 
lepds 

' &valuations with_ fin:tl examinationte.st 
· scores showed that the bestc-student' . 

\ -._ . '. . / 
· ·---I w;on'tgive credence to thflt~''opinion of 

~- instruction":__ by defending m/self, but I 
~- C~l1 say that iui1(incorripe1ence-, and 
- if~norance are not DJ_.y--go~ls ~for the 
--course. 

~- ( 

., ~2! 

. _, . (. / / (_. ~: - . 

And ·nclte,what else. this commentc. 
, Amplies,:i;igain som~thing whichitl:le , 

sttrvey brjngs out. Tl}'estu'dent~is ~not 
<concern~d about wha{s/he doesn't· 

I '\._/ -

know. -Instead, the student expects ~ 
praise and Warm fuzzies for whatever 

,s;· -< • < . ---~ 
·, .· c knowledge he or she has. As aJemale 

- irtstructor,Ican't mi'ss thtfimplied . 
) -· mothering/nurturing expectations that 

/ 

• I . I , . . sesponS~S. . 
.~er-ha£s faculty ~eed to~do a better 
Job of educating our students about 

·-/stan1ards. by designirtg eya}uatiops ,~ 
- 1 ·which ask students to comment .. on the 
) . ,\ -;. . 

_},/dh~ngs we~ believe inake up go9-d 
tea_ching and-learning in our 
dis9iplines. · · ~ 

_) I 

; } I ,/-~ \, .. 

-., lurlvbeQ1nd this cowruent "Y o_~_t're ~ 1"_ Mmy Kay Cr~JUch Associ:Jte· 
woman. Be ~ go9d mb!!ler to us, praise - ProfessQr of Engli,sh & c6,~par.ative 
lis, and then you~U be a~ good teacher."~- -Literature __ - ' 
I teach students;· Imothei· 1TIY .dtugbter, 

I I ' 

ev~lvatiQnS wer~obtaine1J)y f,he 1 _ 

profess~r whose stUdents ;tean1ed the . 
least: ' 1 1 • r ' 

·-. I~ 

Jn SeptemberJ98S, my depmiment 
instituted comnibn ·examination's in ' 
Statics dnQ· Dyparu'ics. ~Tlier~J~ere' as · 
many as seven sections o{.each class at~ 
the pe'!!,<: _enrollment p~riod-jn the , 
School of Engineering, with~an , 
average of about three~ to Jour~sect~on,s 
per semester. Gen~rally, tb_e number. 
of ktudents in each section did not -. . / 

" exceed 30, but occasionally~a few , 
fa-tu)_ty members~~ught dmible- · 
sections.- The fi~a1 examinations were
prepared by all of'the instructors.' The. 
student test papers were alio graded by 

(Contin;e{i orz page, 
I ' ~ 
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all ofthe instructors; the same instruc
tor graded each test question for all 

other hand, one nrofes-
• I .t]~ 

sor whose stUdents' perfor- /~ 

mance was almost alway~ the 
best, received only average1 

'~ student evaluations; 
/ // / ,_j / / 

;ections. Sfudents also evaluated each It is generally acceptedphat 
inst~ctor and class s~ction by means · ... colJillon e~aminations are the 
of student ratings, • I ~·'most objec_tive means of 

' There was a great/disparity in the, 
/ average test scores of individual ' () 

·sections ~some s.ections did ;much ) 
better on the average than others~ 
Often there was a ,difference of two 
Jetter grades between the average test 
scores of the highest and lowest 
s~~tions of the s!lme cla.ss. However, 
the average hm11 g~·ade~ assigned to 
~each class, using the same; grading 
scales. for ~ll clas~es,. were adjusted 
because of politiyal reason§ and, social 
promotion. · This meantftha!, studetitf 
who would have failed if common 
standards were used,· were allowed to 
pass /the course. 

\ 
\ 

·- J 

The' mos,(inteJ~sting point ,is'thiit there 
was one profess~~ whose stqdents'. 
performa;nce in botb. colirses 'Yas/ \ 
always the lowest. But this profes~or 
consisteptly obtained .the ·higlTest . 
student .evalUation in' the 'Depm.;tment. 

. assessing the quali~ .o( 
education. Tbey are used 
nationallx an4 internationally 'to 
judge student learning. Accord
ingly, it must b/e concluded that there 

/was an Invers6 correlation between 
student evaluations and ,teaching 

:- effectiveness. 

_) 

anyone who understands the ~cci~edfta.: 

1 tion process, kno~s that it cannot /' 
guarantee adequ~te academic stan-

-~ dards, as do, for exampte:"t~e E;,ngineer- ; 
Student evaluation is important, as the in-'Training (EIT) and Prq;fessiomil ) 
students may have valuable information /License (PE) examinations. On~ w~y of ' 
about th~ir teadhers. However, in a;; ensuring'adequate academic standards 

1 uriiversity w~ere there is only a . ls to have the final examination in each~. 
personal or professorial.standard, the cqurs~ prepared b~adexte~al a~ency. 
academic standards vary greatly. In The test papers may oe graded~by-tbe 
~ch a system, .the penetration ~nto'the (course instructors for economy and 
subject ~nd the .academic standards other practical puljJoses, but; they 
may suffer. In such a system, high should: be open to review by authorized 
evaluations may repre§~nt lo~~r pers~nnel. In this way~ low performing 

, standard~ rather than higher/learning. ·. classes 1 m~¥" by i~ehtified and the 

j / , , , 1 educational process improved. ) 
1 There are those teachers who students ( . 

take wherit~ey really wantto learn, attd' /Without.co~m()~/~xaminations we 
1') I there are those WhO · . WOUld not have learned that the \ 

students ~.~ke 1whe~ they PEof~s~:t: 'who obtaiped the hig~e~~ 
merely wish !0 pass the evaluations also taught the students the 
eourse. Low-performhlg -I east~ .With common· ex~minalions, the 
students enjoy lower ' self-interests of student~ the teachers ; 

I • \ I ' ' 
_ academic standards and and soofety are aligned. 

tend to · evaluatre such easy 
/teachers highly . ._) . 

/. 

Whalteve; the level of 
prepar.ation. the students ./ 
hate 'for college, thehJevel 
/of perf~J11!ance at the time 
' o,f graduation should be 
adequate in order Jo \ 

.Protect thepublicf~om ..;; 
malpractice or sub
professional work. As in 
any ~/ystem, ther~ ought to 
be a/ sufficient number of 
checks and balances. 

/ · Pi.:bfessional accreditation 
helps to establlsh some 
minimum stand~d, but 

' _) '~-

.J I / 
Editor's Com~ent 
If you wish to add y9.pr own replies to 
Birnbaun's thesis and/orJo the replies, please : 
go to the disc~ssion group at http:// 
faculty. fullerton. edu/senatenews: 

D. V. Ram)a!nooj is a Professor of · 
Civil and Environmental Engineering . 


