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: CSU Grantmg -
Doctoral Degrees

administer the program. The Master
__Plan; indeed, was yisionary and
generous at its inception. ngher -
educatronal opportunities were
“extended to those who were strrvrng,
- “by méans of a higher-education, to -
become part of the middle class. In
this noble process, astounding oppor- -
tunities were afforded ambltrous ‘
aspirants to the upper level professions
‘due toa rapidly expanding CSU faculty
This occupational mob111ty was even
more unbelievable for those- of us
faculty of ‘humble family origins.

V No matter how rn“uch we delude

ourselves our current efforts only ~ ¢

' mamtam a status quo. The Master Plan
~ho longer benefits CSU and deprlves

California of the fullest potentlaLﬁom :

CSU. No stampede to adopt doctoral
" programs Wlll occur, Only some
departments and universities will award

contlnue with the older professions |
such as medicine and law. The CSU
-campuses would emphas1ze more)

. recent or applied drsc1pl1nes such as « '~

educatron and business. An increase in
" total doctoral degrees granted is :

. unl1kely Some doctoral cand1dates dor .
example, might attend CSU rather than )

prrvate /univers 1t1es
N

A CSU doctorate should and would

have standards as rlgorous as UC; we

CSU faculty would ensure that. No

lcnowledgeable person would/suggest
- that the academic standards, for ~

-

exarnple of Ohio State University. are

\less rigotous than the University of
Ohio. The CSU trad1t10n of teaching

still'would be requrred for’ promotlon
and tenure, to run the same grueling '

- gauntlet about their teaching effective- —
ness. Faculty, we would hope, would no -
longer feel the need to apologize for
. being a scholar at CSU. .

Cost estimates largely reflect the
3 ideologies of the pronouncing

PRI

o excellence WOuld not diminish. F aculty ‘

v

- 'degree monopolies, costs could be.

experts ?Itd 1s doubtful that- the total -
cost: for umversmes will be greater than .
current costs relat1ve to- percentage of
tax revenue or state income. Becatise
of the loosening of the UC doctoral

~ lower. Competition tends to lower-

prices for commod1t1es and services. -

“We don t know-about state support
. unt1l we ask. If we don’t, less worth-

. while projects instead, will be legrs—

lated and* funded. Wlth the Chancellor;,
faculty, and all other university constr-
tutions, our efforts can bring us
together as we focusion this common
objective. Ideal trmes and 01rcurn—
stances never will-be, The time is now,
the place is here and the goal is rrght -
Leavrng succeeding generat1ons w1th
. opportunities equal to what we had in
-~ the pioneering years of the Master _

- Plan poses great-difficulties. The )

oo ‘

Editor’s Comment Y i

/ e ‘ i M . N (d/ ’
restless pioneering spirit of California =

*requlres our best effort. We guardians
of thc people’s url1vers1ty can renew

our commitment each time we look at
our students and see the descendants
of the poor, minorities, and the

, oppressed We need a v1s1on that

reaches beyond the status quo if we -
are going to leave, 3 legacy. Future -
generanons then, can remember us as

a faculty who helped inake a drfference .

that was’ “worth remernberrng. =

What are your thoughts? Gotor http //
faculty.fullerton.edu/senatenews and

- register your concern in the discussion group

“PhD or Not for Csu.”

C/'E Tygart, is‘a Professor of Sociol-

ogy-and a member of the IRB, Commzt— ‘
tee. Hewas a. member of the Univer- -
* sity Research. Commzttee in 1972 .

when [RB was established. -~ A
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Teachmg N o

Michael H. Birnbaum K >y

tudent evaluations of teaching
' wete originally intended to '

they may be domg more harm

“than good.-Because retention, tenure, -

~_promotion, and merit salary raises are
1nﬂuenced by student evaluations;
faculty ‘members make changes in thelr
courses that they believe will improve .
their evaluations. This article explore's
beliefs held by members of the faculty
-concerning how- changes mn gradmg
standards and content of courses Would
affect student evaluatrons and student
learnmg AN |

P

A majorlty of CSUF faculty who(were E
surveyed judged that student learnlng
.can be 1rnproved by increasing course
content and by raising standards for
gradlng. However, they also stated that

Thelp improve instruction, but -~

A Survey of Faculty ()plmons Con- v
‘doctoral degtees. The UC System will | cel'lllllg Student Evaluatlons ()f

E—

“these nnprovements would hurt the1r
.evaluations. The majority judged that
the current system of tenure and ~
promotion discourages raising stan-

dards encourages lowering of stan-

dards, and promotes ‘watering down”
of course content. “Most said that TR
ratings are hurt by changes that would"
improve learning, and that the use of
student evaluations of teaching is

(COntiﬁuecl on puge 20)
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A Survey of" Faculty Opm,
k ions Concerning Student
Evalu(atlons of Teachlng

AN

iy ~ N S

o harmful to the quahty of\educatron In
,the majority gave highest ratmgs 1o
~courses with the-least content and the -
“lowest standards; thus, the faculty
understands student oprnron

iz [

= \{ E
CA recent lssue of Amerzcan Psycholo—
Ly gist featured the controversy on '

|

{

A

52 :f’ Kvahdrty and brases of student evalua-

. tions of achlng Meta- analysrs oft
studres concluded that less. than one~
srxth of the varrance of evaluatrons is

- —

ass\ocrated Wrth educatronal perfor-
‘mance. Some. authors warned tha 7\ E
: ratlngs are so complrcated that anypne
‘using them for practical purposes must:,
understand nonhnear,, nonaddrtrve
N multrdrmensronal modelmg of con- ~
founded Judgment data, -+ -

p o . >_ L
My ﬁeld of research is human judg-
~ ment. ~With the same methods used in
student evaluations, I found that the
- number 9 is judged to'be srgnrﬁcantly
“brgger” than 221. Since9 < 221, we

cor

 to wrong conclusrons T
NS

A e

Apart from the actual\vahdrty of ; (
» student evaluations is a potentially

‘more important questron namely, therr
v perceived validity. - Although some

teachers are ﬁred because of* student )

s

evaluatlons most ﬁgure out how to ) ‘\

o/ get better evaluations. Do thelr ~ . %

~ another survey of 142 CSUF students

-~

,should be-careful not to'evaluate T g ;_;
faculty by the § same ‘miethods that lead

i

- six faculty members had less than 12

ad]ustments promote "student learnrng‘7
No, according to a survey of CSUF
faculty e T

‘
!

Two hundred and erght CSUF faculty -
responded to an-email survey. Seventy

years experience (68 were untenured),
66 had 12 to 24 years, and 64 had more
than 24 years Followmg are-some of
the results & X

Sl N
[ e

v i \ 2 LT g (

\

~ important material has been omrtted
/ untrl\later long after the evaluatrons are

done

e

i~

éAre student evaluations mjluenced
_by such variables as the teacher’s
- personality, attr actzv’eness, gender,
race, diess, ielzgton,\ethmczty,

- sexual ortentatton, or dlS(lblllty

2w
)

- status?. In’ 1esponse to thrs questron‘
~ only 16. 8% 1esponded ﬂslgt student

{ -
ratings are “tmbrased” 4%

1esponded that students ate blased 1n— Lo

ot

¢ <
_72.1%* said “yes” against 26.9% who — &
. i >

;T/Thus the ma]orrty oprnron of the (

Aresponded that students are b1ased ,
agamst certaln groups ‘/: ST l E

5 -
(The questronnalre defined student \
_ learning asz‘knowledge of the/sub_]ect ‘
matter, as might be measured by ( o

~_objective, standardrzed exams...the sum -

* of knowledge and skills that the student

J retarns from the class and will be able- to .=

use in the future ”) fo Y
'How would;ncreasmg the content
_covered in class andin ass:gned k
readzngs affect student learntng S

oIf you were to RAISE standards 45 2%* said that i increasing content ’ -
 for grades in your class, » wouldit' '/ would increase student learning . 7
\ rajfect  your student evaluations? . compared to 27. 9% Who thought the‘ ey
Nearly two- thrrds of those surveyed e opposrte7 IR \
(65 4% 01 136) reported that hrgher\“ N L T ) S Coou -
\‘},’ L standards WOUld result i in lower OHow would ralsmg standards for Voo
: evaluatrons and only 3. 4% - 7 mdtng affect student learnmg?; - T
thought the opposrte would' occur; - . 57. 2%*/responded that raising L
- the others stated no difference. =~ - standards would increase student N
: (*Asterrsks designate that split are - learnrng against-only 7. 7% who _ S
statistically srgmfrcant throughout indicated the opposite. The theoryu s L
thls paper) S0 most often expressed | was that sfudents -~
T ~will work 0 -achieve a certarn grade. If- )
O If you » were fo INCREASE o less is requrred to pass, students ease oo
the amount of CON TENT- — ' off in their- studres so they learn and L
(materml) iin your classes, would rétain less . \, , T
it affect student evaluatlons? g . a e l L o \,"
About two= thu‘ds (65. 9%*) res - ODoes the curr ent system of promo- o
- sponded that<increasing content ¢ _tion and tenure give incentives to =
“would decrease student evalua- ~ . RAISE standards. Jor grading? A N
tlons agarhst only 4.8% who stated the - surprisif gly ‘high 92. 3%* stated . ;/

" opposite. The theory” proposed is that™ compared to only 5. 8% who sard yes o
( wrth less content ‘the student belreves PR . o f Y ’
- ~that the 1nstructor was very succe\ssﬁtl ’D ves th e current system of prom 0 1

1n teachrn the subject. Because = tzon and tenure encourage facultjy to >
s;udelrét; da ’LOt knovxi Vghgt ec;rkrltent " LOWER their standards? 70.2%% =~
should have been included in the - ”» o :
_course, they willnot know that i*j  said "yes” against 28 owhosaid -,

nor . T .
oo ,/” A i/

aal - [ - < K

! N : {

S \ N -~ T N -
ODoes the use of student evaluations
ellcourage fac"lty P “WATER A R
DOWN?” content in their courses? - :

'said .’» R R

faculty is that the- 1ncent1ve system for'
- tenure and ‘promotion causes faculty to
lower standards and Water down AN
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‘A Survey of Far:ulty Opm-
~ ioms Concermng Student

Evaluatlons of Teaclung

"

courses whrch most faculty members”
belreve will decrease student learnrng
Apparently, the maj orrty of faculty '
belreve that the 1ncent1ve system has
' the\opposue eff\ect of what a citizen: rn -
- | favor of quality educatron would
)T support R~ A

.

. ey T
J QOver the years, ‘itave\you changed -
. the amount of material presented in.
“your classes7 48.6%* said that they
,Lnow present less: material agarnst
14.9% who said that they present more
. 'material, and the rest indicated no
‘change - S

5y . ~ -
2 - S -

N

/

EE QOver the years, have you changed
~ ' ~the standards requlred to get a. /
 passing grade in your' classes? (32 2%
-said that they now use lower standards
. agarnst 7.2% ‘who said that they now(
use higher standards. - N, N .
. Since the majorrty oprmoh is that\
- reductions in content and’ standards -are
_ harmfulto student“learnrng, it seems ~

- * sad that somany faculty eoncede . _’3
" " having made changes that they- bel\reve :

reduced the ‘quarity‘o,f e’ducation. e

EAN -

v ’Please assess the preparatzon of
~ students/who are now enrolled in your
~college or untverszty, compared to- -
_previous years. The majority (67 3%*
‘ or-140)-reported. that students are. not
- aswell prepared now, compared tq -
kS only 2.4% (5) who said the opposite.

,,,,, £

- \ When asl(ed what percentage-of lower
.~ division students possess the study
o * skills one should expect of the top l/3
R " of high school graduates the medran -
i response ‘was 40%, with 85 responses/
below 30% and 134 (64%%*) less than
L or equal t0-50%. Apparently, about
* two-thirds of the faculty’thmk that half
_Or- more of our students -do not quahfy
under the State’s. conicept for admis<
sion. e SO
IR i
One theory is that dechnrng~standards
~for recent new teachers\ is a cause-of

aa

" education, 'specific sktlls, and

~ this problem \Basedon data publlshed o

.-each’semester at CSUF students who
plan to be teachers have some of the

hrghest grade point averages (GPAs) on .

~the campus. When: asked'if students,r
with the highest GPAs are indeed the
best students -only 12.7%* thought
these “future teachers” are olir best -
students; about twice a as. ‘many “rated
these students as below .average on th
campus; and 55/ S%JJudged them
average N Y )
g o

QWhat percentage of undergradu—

_ates who want to be teachers do you ~
think should. become teachers? o

‘ Nearly two thirds (63%%*) of respon- _

~dents said that less than half should
become teachers ) :
Sy ~0 e
Q What per centage of graduates in{
your department possess the general

_ knowledge base that should be
iequtred of a graduate7 The’median

~response was 60%, Thus, the average

faculty member beheves that two_out

=~ of every five of our graduates\arecnot

qualrﬁed to recerve the degrees we

confer upon. them :
R ‘ ' X

A sample of 142 lower drv1s1on "

“students evaluated 89 hypothetical -

e .
p =

. rclasses based” ‘on comblnatrons of

three-variables: 1nstructor s 1nd1v1dual

- characterrstrcs (pers&ahty) standards -

“for gradlng in, ] the course and the

“amount of’ content The students

;represented 29 drfferent\ majors; there
were also 26 with. undeclared majors 1
ant1c1pat)ed that this heterogeneous mix .
of students would hold a variety of -
dlfferent vrews/’of what would be the
optrmal class “However, to my-
surprrse the students- were~remarkably

« homogeneous in. their, evaluatrons of
_courses: -/ - =

° 94:4% (134* of 142) gave. hrgher :
e‘Valuatrons to an attractrve well—

~ dressed, 36 year old’ female with a nice

personalrty” than to-a “62 year old

rnale with a slight tremor (dUe toa
- prev1ous stroke) who doesn 't smlle in-

- J

class - -

e  92. 3% (131*) \gave hlgher ratrngs to« -
a class with “lrght COntent (less than L

N

¢

- ',_,‘

_course with ¢ medrum -easy” or “me-— - o

N

100 pages to read ina semester and ,
! nothlng else to do outside of- class) e
than to a course with “heavy” content o
(800 pages to read and homework v = S
“/assrgnments), only 9 gave hrghest ’
ratings to courses with-the most— ' o
‘content. Only 16. 9% (24) rated a ~ r '
. “medrum” level of content as better L
than the “light” level, although'the =~/
“medium?’ course was ‘described as - ! '\T; L
' havrng" “300 pages of medium level - 2

w.'/'
~

T readmg to do in the semester; and the

" course might require some study to o .
' master the material. ‘
.97 9%) (139* of 142). gave hrgher
N ratrngs to-a course wrth yery easy”’
- standards than to a'course with “very

- hard” standards. Only 14.(9. 8/0 A

' students gave théir hlghest ratmgs to a

‘dium-hard” standards

[ I

)

The “very easy standards course was. )
descrrbed as follows: “This instructor B
—gives: most students As and Bs/even ey
“those who are strugglrng withthe \ LT
material or who have not been d111gent I <
in attendance and. stiidy., Only the ‘most. -
’ clueless student will get a C in this
_class. If a persor has halfa brainand =~ e
. attends\ some of the time, (they get) an o
lA oraB.” In the “medrum—;easy courSe N
" dium-hard” - Was a class w1th 30% As
-and Bs, 50% Cs and 20% Ds and Fs L
"The ¢ /very hard” course assrgned % ' -
~ As, 13% Bs, 40% Cs, 25% Ds,\andw -
AIS%Farl PR — - )
L, A Ty <r R
Students gave the hrghest ratrng to the
_ course in which the teacher is attrac-, ‘

‘ t1ve Where the standards for gradrng a P \
"  (Continued on page 22)
: 29
\ ‘; ~ o ‘,'/;
L
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- m the ﬁrst course
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(Contznued ﬁom page 21 )

A Survey of Faculty Opm- :

ions Concerning Student
Evaluatlons of Teachlng

are lowest and where the content is -
least. Apparently, ‘the- ‘majority of

faculty are_correct in their understand- '

ing of what students like."

\/"

=

What are the con’clusrons we\may draw
from this? Accordmg to thé majority
of faculty members, the incentive
system (using student evaluations for

‘ promotlon and tenure decisions) puts

teachers in a conflict of interest
between making changes that would

improve studerit learning and makmg

changes that would improve student
evaluations. “An implicit assumption i in _
the use’of student evaluations is that .

" the average student is more likely. rrght

than the professor However it is

dublous if & professor should redesign”
- a course to suit _anonymous comments
. by students who have not yet finished

one class on the subject /It seems —
doubtful that students who haye not yet
taken the next course in a sequence can
Judge if they )Were adequately prepared

N

NN

: Many\ students are maccurate n

descr1b1ngwhat the teacher said i in

: class when they .are motivated to be : as
2 accurate as possible (when taking

CN

i

exams). Therefore, is it reasonable to.

‘assume that these same students-are
accurate when they give- evaluative '
~descriptions anonymously with no
_ incentive to be accurate and no penalty
~ for libel?
Our incentive system has produced a -
decline in standards that diminishes

"~ education. Students are motivated to

get\good grades, and faculty are
~-motivated to get good evaluatlons
Unfortunately, both of these 11}terests
can be satisfied by reductions in
content and gradmg standards; which
d1m1n1sh educatron ‘The. finding that -
the average member of our faculty -
thinks that only 60% of our graduates
~have educations to match their degrees
is a sign that our mstltutron is in
}rouble ‘We should begm\to study’how”
our incentive system can be changed to |
align the interests of students, faculty,
“and the people of the State - :

- =y ) /(/ﬂ’ﬁ ‘\ .

Edltor S Comment T <

A more complete version of th1s paper may
be found at http: //faculty fullerton. edu/

senatenews

Mzchael H. Bzrnbaum ~Professor of .
Psychology, is Diréctor of the Decision
Research Cem‘er member of the Publica-
tions Committee, Soczery for Judgement

- and Deczszon—Makmg, and on the - .-
Executive board of the Society for p
Maz‘hemancal Psychology N

P
. ) L )

Reply to: Mlchael Blrnbaum S “Sul'vey 0f Fac- ,
ulty Opmmns Concermng Student Evaluatmns

of Teachmg’

)

o SO , 7
o - y
SN :

e

“Gayle,fnll., Vogt : -

. f'// _—

/

 tions of Teachlng,” again raises the _
__issues of fairness and validity in the~
_personality contests called “evalua=

EER B
“tions.” *Fairness is an issue because- of ~ /exceptrons to these anecdotes

student anonymity, a drrect Vlolatlon of
/ procedural due process a process.. 1

required by various education deci-

sions in both the United States
Supreme Court and the Callforma \ :
Supreme Court h

Loy

i

¢

Recently, a personnel comrmttee R G
‘member repeated,/m writing; a remiark
he read in a student evaluation. The

! /student comment was false, could have EN

been harmful to a professmnal\

' reputation, and was seen in a perfor- ~

Vahdlty is another 1rnportant issue.,
,Students may feel free to falsely

mance evaluation by several other™ -
parties. The reader will recognize.

these markers as the tests of hbelous
accusations, libel on the part of the |

/| _student and the professor who.repeated ‘
'the false statement. o ;/‘ ‘ RN

-

"accuse a professor ‘when classroom

"to say, the higher the evaluation, the
| less learning—as measured by test

,ihlgher L
~ in her department
“game, whose stan- _

~ ally high and whose
_course content was

- was placed on

o

@ ichael Brrnbaurn s artrcle “AT
c . Survey of Faculty Oprruons
‘ Concerning Student Evalua-

—

standards are hrgh and, as a result,
grades are lower. Research shows
little correlatron between learmng and

\hlgh evaluatrons mdeed _somie- studies

show an inverse relat1onsh1p ‘Thatis

correlate cons1stently is
story telling: Professors
who ..

\% e

entertam Wlth
funny stones rapk

A dolleague, new -

and unfamiliar
with the evaluation

dards were exception-

extremely rigorous’,[

plobatron because \ 5 \

of low student evaluations. When she '
~ learned to mapipulate her course, her
eyaluatrons went up, thus increasing ~
the probabrhty for retention. ‘There are

s

(COntinued on page ‘23)2‘ ’
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. Reply to Mlchael Bu-nbaum S

“Survey of Faculty Oplmons

Concernmg Student Evalua- M

i

" tions of Tear:lnng” : ,"

i T

\ *‘certamly, but the truth of them abounds
in and out of academic research .

lrterature

Where a professor with a* difﬁcult
course and-demanding standards : also
enjoys, high evaluations, a little =~ —

i \1nvest1gat10n often reveals that

students” shopplng for an easy cl\ass

+ avoid that professor or drop the class
after readlng the syllabus. This
routine, then!.eliminates low- achrevmg
students who ‘might write drsparagmg
., comments or bubble in low ‘rankings:
Some professors deliberately sound

tough on the first day or two in order -~

to reduce class size, leaving student
scholars who value high standards. and
an increased level of learnmg
PSS o o
Those of us who believe; as I do, that
- student evaluations of teachers are
invalid, unfair, and thus harmful to

education also understand that admin- -

istrators have few alternatives. The

~ * disadvantages, though, far outweigh

the advantages Anonymous evalua~

tions create an exercise of power over a

- precious faculty. liberty, that of due -
process. If the university communlty
retains this performance measure, -

~ student, anonymrty should be ehmr— -

nated so that faculty members can face

{

" their-accusers and even sue for l1bel

- where Warranted If students were held
to the same standards in their evalua-
trons as aré faculty members in their
gradrng practices, the entrre system

- would be ‘improved. . - o

—~ -

I\ o
Gayle Vogt is.a member of the”
Markez‘mg/Busmess Wrzimg Deparz‘—
ment. She currenﬂy serves ‘on_the

Faculty Aﬁ”azrs Committee as well ds :

the University Board on Writing
Prof iciency. Gayle was elected to the
Academic Senate in 1990- 93 and
agazn from 1 995 97. 7

Reply to Mlchael
Birnbaum’s “Survey of
Faculty Opinions
Concermng Student
Evaluatmns of
Teachlng

~

-
= -

Mary Kay Crouch

Fichael Brrnbaum asked )
faculty questrons about
student evaluations; our ‘

answers indicate the negatrve 1mpact

" we believe those evaluations have on -

our teaching, Because my responses to
“the survey generally reflect the
\majonty opinion; in- this reply to. his,
fmdlngs I want to bring up a related
issue which he doesn’t discuss specrﬁ—
-cally.- Yet it seems 1mplrclt in the~ - ¢

' chennstry -of faculty evaluatron which-
_Dr. Birnbaum does discuss: the de51gn .
* of student- evaluatlons

“For the v way n
Wthh we ask our students to evaluate
usis no doubt mirrored in their re-
sponseés that we then have to defend
and/or ,explaln durlng‘RTP processes. -
Inmy department for example -
students are given : a sheet of nearly - -
blank paper which is t1tled STUDENT
OPINION FORM (note the word

opzmon ‘as opposed to. ¢ evaluatlon”)
[ ; N .

= - N

“Instructions for completing the page

- read: “Please state your opinion of’the -«

instruction in the class. Your state-
-ment is significant, for it will be
placed in the instructor’s Professional
Review File.” A'large blank space
“follows and then, at the bottom of the

. page) students are asked to put a

ntmber to their opinion of the instruc-_
“tion: 5= excellent; 4 = above average;
3= average 2= below average; I'=-

poor.” -

,,:Wliat these directions tell students

" more or less is this: -“We want your

opinion, not your € evaluation of

" instruction. Say/what you- w1sh and

whatever you say will be significant'to
this instructor’s evaluation by fellow
professronals Nowhere is there a
,place for students to comrnent on therr
responsibility to the course: “Did you ,
~~attend class regularly? Did you do all ~

s

L

N

‘the work expected of you?” No — -

statement says, “Describe your own
contr1but10n to~and 1nvolvement in thrs
class.” As ‘Birnbaum commen S, -
students can “give evaluatlve desc/np—
tions anonymously with no-incentive .
to be accurate gnd ﬁo penalty for~
libel” (emphases mine). We put the
burden for the course solely on the
instructor and encourage our students(
to do the same. Are we~ ssurprised then, _
— atthe power students take when they
< fill out evaluatlons? Lo -

~When I read some of my student

evaluatlonskand I am one of those ,

who does read them every

P




' ‘/ (Contmued ﬁom page 23)ﬁ -

~In the language coursc I ve drscussed

; Reply t() 1chael . " hete, ‘student evaluations tend torun
. Bu'nbaum Mary Kay\ - below the department average for those
o , - of us who teach it because most -
- S CrouC]i . . students entering credentlal programs
Gl v 'term—I Wonder at trmes if the students © must receive at least a C,-some a B, or »*
L and I took part in the same class. Let ] ‘they will have to retake it. -Since the =~ )
~  megivean example Iregularly teach .~ course represents very high stakes for .
., G can upper>drvrslon course ‘which studles them students often vent their frustra—
<y the/struQSure of the Englrsh 1anguage trons ‘about it and their grades through
TSI _the; end of term evaluatron Therefore .
‘. when. I sit on our Department Person-
_nel Committee, T pay attentron to the |
/- ) ’classrﬁcatlon ‘of the courses for which e )
= ‘: . , 1nstructors ‘are bemg evaluated, \Reply tO Ml Ch ael
. espe(:lally in-high stakes situations for /
faculty, e.g., RTP decrsrons or reten- Bu-nbaum s A i
- c ' tion de0151ons for part time- lecturers “Survey (Df Faculty
' - ~who teach writing. Teachmg certain
- courses can- -be hazardous to one’s OpllllO]lS Concermng
s ’(»{ future at the umversrty ~ \ c Student Evaluatlons ()f
) - .o D N 0. g9 N J
e . Mrchaei Brrnbaum S survey reveals the/ Teaclnng’ =y Y‘ |
P _divide that exists ‘between whathe( o — "
S / \ believe in as teachers and what ¢ our D V‘Ran"lSClmQOJ' 2 & -
A P , students beliéve about themselves asr R T - (\/,
Tl T e ‘ Gl leamgrs I'hopeé in the future De ! ) (&
» Thrs course is requrred of students - ‘Birnbaum will look into the designof / § want to share the: experlence Of
o f  majoring mEnghsh anderberal Studles/ student evaluatrons because the - theA]?epartment of Civil Engi-
 who mtend to-go into teaching - Stu- - manner in Whlch , neering, over a perlod of eight -
h dents oﬁen find ‘the course very difficult the questlonsw o] —=M-yegss, of the relatronshlp between
( - because they have little background in :v statements on student evaluations and student
t [ . this area. Last spring, one student \ evaluation leamrng)n different sectrons “of thé
- opined: “[Dr. Clouch]makes us feel ) . formsare | Same class with common final exami=-

. N \ gullty/ 1ncompetent -and ignorant for the

YR \t,/] thmgs that we don’t know.rather than -
s prarse us or 1e1nforce whit we do know -
mstructron by defendrng myself but I "
~_can say that guﬂt ‘incompétence, and
oYy L 1gn0rance are not mygoals “for the
‘ ~ course, ¢ , Rl

/ﬁ

i < , . T c
And ‘note what else thrs comment <
1mphes agam somethmg Whrchthe

concerned about what s/he doesn’t
Voo, T know Instead ‘the student expects
prarse and warm fuzzies for Whateve1
rknowledge he or she has. Asa female N
" instructor, I can’t miss the’ 1mphed

) woman. Bea gbod momer to'us, pralse

N | N ‘and then you’ ’11 be a good teacher.”

) 1 teach students: I mother my /daughter;
g I K - N\, .

/ o . P T 7 [
- ) 2 - [

I~

4 - mothermg/nurturmg -expectations thatr
- . 1urk behrnd this comment “You'rea ’s,:

§v prese enfted
/ certalnly
lends

= (or not) to

student

responses -
Perhaps facufty need to do a better
job of educatmg our students about

* standards by desrgmng evaluatrons .

teachmg and learnlng in our

drsmphnes |

- ,/\/ . Lo
L ; R

N

o

N,

3 Lo O

P <
credence .

L “which ask students to comment\on the %
survey brings out. The student 18 not {//thrngs we, beheve make up good

e

Mary Kcry C; fouch is Assoczate N
rofessor of Englzsh & Comparatzve
theiature -

N

' \natrons A comparlson of student i
evaluatrons with final exammatron te

- scores showed that the best student

evaluatrons were’ obtamed by the :

leastf

In September ‘1988 my department ‘ﬁ

st

T

A

L A

e

professor whose' students jlearned the
¢ S

o

1nst1tuted common examrnatlons in >

Statics and Dynamlcs 7There were as”

% the peak enrollment period in the ‘
_ School of Engineering, withan -

many as seven sections of each class at-

j

‘ average of about three to four ; sectlons

per semester. Generally, the number

/
of students in _each section did not —-

- exceed 30, but 0ccas1ona11y a few
faculty members.taught double

sections.- The ﬁnal exammatmns were

prepared by aH of the instructors.” The
student test papers were: also" graded by

(Com‘mued on page 25)
24

N
B
!

t




| "’“Blrnbaum .

o/

‘ (Continuedﬁom page 24)Y 7 /
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S
all of the! mstructors the same 1nstruc—
tor graded each test question for all
sections.
instructor and class section by means

“of student ratmgs

a

There Was a great/d1spar1ty in the,
average test scores of individual
Sections —some sections d1d much
better on the average than others.
Often there was a difference of two

sections of the same class.
the average ﬁnal grades assrgned to

-each class, using the same grading

“scales for all classes, were adjusted

- because of pohtrcal reasons and soc1a1
promotron This' meant that students -
‘who would have failed if common 'ff

standards were used, were allowed to
‘ - )

pass the course.
\: = c . / .

N ) ’ {

The most interesting pomt is that there
was one professor whose students’
performance in both: courses was~
always the [owest. But this professor
consistently obtalned the highest

student evaluatlon in the Department \ 1;7
) .

Students also evaluated each .

On the other hand one profes—

sor whose students’ perfor- ,
mance was almost always the
‘best, received only average, L
student evaluatlons -

It is generally accepted that "

common exammations are the
most objectlve mears of - :
assessing the quality of
education: They are used
natlonally and 1nternat10nally to
" judge student learning. Acco;rd- )
ingly, it must be coricluded that there ’
" was an inverse correlatlon between

_ letter grades between the average test ~ — student evaluatlons and teachmg
scores of the highest and lowest )
However, ~

S

“effectiveness. T
Student evaluation is important, as the
students may have Valuable 1nformat1on
about their teachers. However, in a’ )

. university w}rere there is only a -
personal or professorial ; standard, the
academic standards vary greatly. In
such a system the penetration 1ntoﬂthe

X subject and the academic standards
may suffer. In such a system high

/

evaluatxons ‘may represent lower N

 standards rather than h1gher/.1earnmg.

A B
P !

A e

' There are those teachers who students<
take when they really want to learn, and
there are those who

merely wish fo pass the
tourse. Low-performrng
 students enjoy lower -
,\academle standards and
tend to evaluate such easy
‘teachers highly. , ~

Whatever the level of
preparation_the students -
have for college, their level
'of performance at the time
of graduation should be
' adequate inordérto |
) protect the public from
" malpractice or sub-
professional work. Asin
any system, there-ought to
be a sufficient number of
checks and balances
“'Professional aeeledltatlon

minimum standard, but -

students take when they U

helps to establish some = /-

/

J . ’
anyone who understands the accredita-"
 tion process, knows that it cannot _ -
" guarantee adequate academic stan-
dards, as do, for example the Engineer-
in-Training (EIT) and Professronal ‘
“License (PE) examinations. One way of
ensuring adequate academic standards
_isto have the final examination meach
course prepared bxan external agency
The test papers may be graded by the
{course instructors for economy and
other practical purposes, but'they -

" should:be open to review by authoriied

personnel In this way; low: performmg
- classes ;may be 1dent1ﬁed and the
educatlonal process 1mproved '

~ )
S “ .

~ Without. common examlnatrons we
would not have learned that the
professot who obtained the highest
evaluations also taught the students the

-~ least. iWith commen’ exammatlons the

self—mterests of students, the teachers, /

) Y

</

.,

- v

and society dre ahgned B - -

“Editor’s Com@ent , ]
If you wish to add yo our own replies to N

. Birnbaun’s thesis and/or to the replies, please -

gotothe d1seuss10n group at http /
faculty. fulIerton edu/senatenews T

N
) . -

D V. Ramdaiﬁboj is a Profess‘m' of -
Civil and Environmental Engineering
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