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JOURNAL OF THE UNIVER3ITY SLNATE 

October 30, 1950, 4:10 p.m, 
Monnet Hall, Room 101 

The Senate met in regular session. Since neither the Chairman nor the Vice-Chairman were present, Dean Laurence H. Snyder was elected to serve as moderator for this meeting. 
fvi.i.<,IviBEB.S PHV.:SENT 

Bender, John F, 
Blankenship, Forrest F. 
Brown, Horace B. 
Cass, Carl B. 
Copeland, Fayette 
Cosgrove, A. L. 
Crook, Kenneth E. 
Ewing, A. M. Cortez 
Farrar, C. L. 
Fite, Gilbert C. 
Herbert, H. H. 
Hoy, Harry E. 
Hughes, Frank C. 

MEMBERS PR23ENT 

Keeley, Joe 
Marrs, Wyatt 
Matlock, J. R. 
Morris , j? . C • 
Ortenburger, A. I. 
Pritchard, J.P. 
Rackley, John R. 
Reid, L. S. 
Sneed, Earl 
Snyder, Laurence 
Springer, C. E:. 
Warren, Mary A. 
Wilcox, Stewart C. 

CORRECTION AND APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES. 

rtlEMBERS ABSENT 

Cross, G. L. 
Beach, L.B. 
Bienfang, R. D. 
Couch, Glenn C. 
Larsh, Howard W. 
Ni e 1 sen , ,J • Rud 
Penfound, William T. 
Pugmire, Donald R. 
Schriever, William 

. Smith, Paul W. 
Stow, H. Lloyd 
vJardell, Tliorris L. 
Winfrey, L. E. 

With the following corrections, the Journal of the Senate for the September 25, 1950, meeting was approved. 
1. The date mentioned under AVi::>roval of the Minutes (page l) should be corrected to read May 29. 1950. 
2. On page 2, Me,mbers on Leave of Absen~, the reference concerning the election of a replacement for Pro~essor Gilbert Fite should be deleted. Professor Fite 1 s name should also be included in the personnel of the Committee on Libraries and Laboratory Facilities ( page 8). . 

EVALUATION OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS. 
Background. 

Letter from the Shairman of the Universitv Budget Council: On May 2, 1949, the Chairman of the University Budget Council (Financial Vice President Roscoe Cate) addressed a letter to the University Senate. The following statements are excerpts from ·that letter: 
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The members of the University Budget Council have found during their work on faculty salary recorr1'nendations that it is very difficult to evaluate ef:::-ectiveness of a particu:Lar faculty member as compared to his colleagues. 
In some cases, members o f the Budget Council have had first hand in~ormation, but most of the substantiating material with respect to teaching effectiveness consisted ol generalizations supplied by the chairman or the dean, or both. In a great many cases, no in: ormation at all was presented to indicate whether or not a particular faculty member is a good, bad or indifferent teclcher. 
There are three obvious sources of information about a faculty memberYs teaching effectiveness: (1) his colleagues; (2) his students; (3) his former students. 
The Budget Council receives some information about the opinion o~ colleagues , but is is hoped that more comprehensive reports a long this line can be :!:.'urni shed next year. VJe have ±'ound that frequently a faculty memberYs colleagues are reluctant to express an opinion 6ne way or the other, for the reason that they have not heard the man teach and their opinions are colored largely by stat~ments they have h~ard from students. 

•o•••oooooouoo~aooaoocoe•oooeoo,l'.)ooooo•o•ooooc.oooooooe• The question of establishing a procedure to obtain student opinion as to the teaching e±'~ectiveness of faculty members imr:1 r;;diately presents two alternatives: shall the University adopt _a mandatory system in which every faculty member is rated by all o t· his students, or shall a questionnaire on te~ching effe ctiveness be made available for optional use of those faculty members who de s ir e that such a rating be made a part of their personnel records for consideration in connection with salaTJ raises and promotions. Before setting up the procedures to be followed in preparation of departmental budget r ecommendations to be submitted next fall for the 1950-51 school year, the University Budgot Council would like to have an expression of opinion from the University Senate as to which of these alternatives would be preferable. 
Council members realize that student opinion as to a faculty mcmtsr 's t eaching effect ivenes; must be considered as oniJ one item of many it ems to be considered. Moreover, it is realized that the results of a que stionnaire survey for one year only might be of comparatively little worth. The major benefit to be 
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deri v,~d from a survey o:e· student opinion ,,muld be the cumulative signi:icance 0£' the ratings on a particular faculty memb,::r for a substantial number of years. 
oe•o•e••oo&ll•ooooo•,a,eeccof!ooocio••••oo••••<>••oeooo•oo It is thereiore b~lieved that one of the proposed methods of obtaining information from students should be adopted despite the recogniz ed limitations that must be kept in mind in the use o!~ the results obtai.ned. 

Student Sgnate Bill Number F-3i: On November 16, 1949, the Student Senate passed a bill entitled !!Consideration by the Faculty Senate for ~valuation of Courses and Instruction of the Univursity of Oklahoma~. This bill stated: 
WHEREAS in other institutions, students and faculty alike have praised the v~lue of rating of instructors, and 

WH~dEAS evaluation assists an instructor in the improvement of his te ,,_ ching techniques, and 
WHEREAS rating of instructors offers an opportunity for students to present their ctiticisms and sugc~stions intelligently and honestly without the discomfort or embarrassment of disclosing t he ir identity, and 

-vJHiR_t;A:3 evaluation offers an o pporturi ty for the faculty to r,3cei ve student opinion in confidGnce and determine the effectiveness of their cours es and .instruction. 

BB IT RlSOLVED that the Faculty Senate of the University of Oklahoma go on record as favoring the aforemerrt-ioned plan, the fir s t efficiency ratings to be admin~_stered prior to the final exam~nations, January, 1950. 

The Univ ersity Senate Committee on Faculty Personnel: The proposals submitted by the Budget Council and the Student Senate were ref erred to the University Senate Committe e on Faculty Personnel. (S ee Journal of the Senat e , November 22, 1949.) 
Action by the Committ Ge on Faculty Personn~l. 

Journal o~ the 3onate , May 29, 195 0, page J: Dr. Carl B. Cass, Chairman of the Commi tt,;e on r'acul ty Personnel, pres ented the !'olloi.,,ring r ecommendation from his committee: 



10-50-page 4 

The Commi tt ec~ on /ac u1 ty Personn,_:1 recommends to th0 University Senat e , for consideration and adotpion, the University of Vashington plan for 11Evaluation of Acad emic Effecti veness--Ifovember, 1949, n ~ith modifications hereinaftor stated. 

1. Student opinions surveyed at the option 
of the individual t eacher shall bo used 
along with fac~ul ty r a ting as an official 
part of the promotional plan at the 
Univ ersity of Oklahoma in contrast to 
the Uni v .::: r s i ty of '.fashington plan which 
admits of s tud ent opinion surveys only 
as an aid to t eac hers who are int er 8sted 
in improving their t e aching . 

2. In place cf the fiv e crit eria listed on 
the form, 11 Survey of Student Opinion of 
Teachin~ ," ( page A in Appendic ~s of the 
University of Washington plan, the 
following three crit eria should be 
substitut ed: 

a. Clas sroom Performance . . • 1 2 3 45 6 (w~ ll-organi zed, clear, and 
thorou gh explanations - distinct 
and int eresting manner of speak-
ing - £ticks to sub j ect and 
stres ses important material) 

b" Classroom Attitude. . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 ( enthusiastic s nough t o stimu-
l ate intGrcst , thinking 1 
qu3s tions , . and -class discussion) 

c. Personal At t i t ude towar ds 
St ud r::: n t s • • • 

( ~air , patient, tolerant, and 
broadminded) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. In order to avoitl th~ nec es sity of estab
lishing any new administrative machi nery, 
surveys of student opinions shall b e ad
minis tered by the offices of the res pe ctive 
deans. Fa culty rating shall be administered by the: departmE:nta l budg et com.rnitteo suppl e
mented by two to four members of r elat ed 
dopart~unts appointed by the dean of tho 
college. Analy;;,_ c; s of th8 st udtmt opinions 
and faculty evaluat ions shal~ be submitted 
by tho deans to the University Budget Council. 
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It was moved and pass ed that this recommendation £'ram the University Senate Committ ee on Faculty Personne l b,)_r ,3 c ei ved. It was further moved that the Committee hold rn 2ctings durinf; ths summer months and submit an in~ormational r eport to tha Senate at the September, 1950, meeting. 

Meeting 0£' the; Sonate, Se..12!,ember 25 ,_]__2,2_Q: Dr. Cass r eportt,d that th2 Cornmi ttee on Faculty Personnel had prepared an amondrnent ±:'or the Senate's consideration. Although this amendment was Jrinted in the agenda for the Septemb3r 25 meeting, Dr. Cass suggcstod that its consideration be postponed until the October 30 meeting . This suggestion was a pproved by the Senate. 

Meet in£; of the Senate,._ October 30, l 95_Q: The Cammi t toe on Fac ulty Persorinel} in accordance with the r equest made at the May 29 meeting , proposed that: ItGm 3 on the first page of the May 23, 1950, report should be changed to read as follows: 

The administrative machinery should approximate as closely as is practical, under local and current conditions, the c entralized machin~ry used by the Uni vorsi ty o.f :,Jash:_ngton; and analysos of' stu.dent opinions and faculty evaluations shall be submitted by the central ag8ncy to the Univorsity Budget Council, 
In proposing this amondmGnt, Dr. Cass stated that tha Cammi tte2 on Faculty Personnel assumc;d that the 3onate would recommend that PrGsident Cross appoint a committee to work out the mattars of administration. 

Ther2 was considoi ·ab l o discuss i on of the r eport. A portion of the discussion is mentioned here: 

Professor A. L. Co3grove: Sinc e the University of Vvashington plan vras ir :t tiatcd by the stud ent body, should the Senate ask the Univ2rsity of Oklahoma StudGnt Sc.mat e to assist in working out the plans. for _matter::, of administration? 
Dr .. J. P. Pritchard: Is this evaluation procedure nec essary? My oxperienca has been that the matter of evaluation can be compl8t,~d capably by Committee A. 
Dr. Stewart C. \ J~J.C.QK: There is a dang er that such an evaluation may b0com~ mandatory. None of the nine faculty m~mbers with whom I have talk2d consider such a plan advisabl e. Several of them have bsen v ery much against it. 



1O-5O-page 6 

Dr. A. I. Ortenburgpr: In the Zoology Department we have used a system of student evaluation for two or three years. Some members of our £'aculty use it, and others do not. In any ev8nt, it has not become mandatory. Personally, I am in favor of student evaluation. 

Dea_n John R. HacklE:x: Is this evaluation procedure intended to serve as a basis for promotion, or is it a means of enabling the individual t oacher to do bett er teaching? 

Professor Joq__~e el f,..Y.. : vvh cm I was a member of the Univ ersity Budget Courcil, we found it difficult to determine adequately the indivi dual teacher 1 s teaching effectiveness. Committ ee A1 s report is not always r eliable. In some cases the Committ ee A r eport will state something by l ett0r, and then state something 0lse in a t e l ephone conv ersation. I might add that Committee A :i_s on a Departm::mtal basis whil e the Budget Council must make its reconMendations on a University-wide basis. 

Dean Laurence H. Snv_g_er: Why was the 11 optional idea 11 
placed in this proposal from the Committee on Faculty Personnel? 

Dr. Carl B. Cas~: Some people obj0ct to the mandatory idea. Therefore, we thought we could remove the sting by making it optional. 

Pro~esso~ Gilb ert Fite: We are already judged, whether or not we know it, This is usually dona, however, by the v~ry poor or the very go od students. I believe it would be a good idea to get a wider judgment. Farthcrmore, the r G is a feeling among some faculty members that on0 does not get ahead by teaching £'re s:1:nan and sophomore cla sscjs . A method of evaluating t eaching uffecti~enos~ would eras e some oi the stigma that is felt by those who mus t continue t eaching the froshman and sophomor0 classes. 

Professor Wyatt_ "'.'(,.LITS: In addition to the student opinions, th~ teacher whose teaching eff0ctivcnoss is to be evlauat ed would also be rated . by a _group of his colleagues. Do os this m0ans that the~e must be a s oparato committee appointed to ha~dl e ea ch individual's case? 

Dr. Cass: According to the plan propos ,jd, Committee A would continue to op~rate. Six or s0vun faculty mcmbars would be as~0d to rat a th0 individual concerned. 

Dean Rackley: I f tho faculty members who are to make thu evaluation do not make periodic obs~rvat i ons, then they would not bo abl0 to make an accurato evalua ~ion of the teacher conc 0rned. 
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Dean H. B, Brovm: Tht:; statistic al procedure r ecommended in the University of-)Jashington plan is too much work for the offic e s of the doans. 

Dr. Eug_Q.rie S:Jringe_r..: ·would it b0 possible to got a rc,spons e from the di.ff ;:, r ent departm2nts as to whether this evaluation is d esirad? 

Dean Brown: Ar Gn't there two ideas here: The student evaluat ion and the appointment of committe es to ovaluate the faculty member? 

, Dr. Corte~ A. M. Ewj_ng : I submit a substitut e motion: That the ruport be r -Jfcrrod to the Committ8e on Fac ulty Personnel fo r revision so that it would fit into the pres2nt system without crGating additional administrative machinery. (The mot ion w~s seconded.) 

Dr. Cass: As chairman of the Comrnitt se on Faculty P~rsonnel, I should like to say that the original r eport wa s r eturned to us for tho purpos o of r e commending some way of wor.-king out th,:, administration of the plan ·1-,i thout adding mor e duti~s to the ~r~s Gnt administrative sGt up. Ther efore, it would be difficult to proceed with th0 recommendation mad e in thG substitut e motion • 
... , .... , .. , ,,.. , 1 ........ .,1 ... ... , ... .,I" '(' _.I , "'I ' 'I' "I' .,I, 

The Senate _ _ypte:d t_h_at thG r rmort be r of'crr ed to th§. Committ ee on F'acult.Y.. Per _sonnel for r evi s i on so that it would fit into the \?:.:'.iL§.~D~ .. ~.Y.ce-:...t:lJD- wi_t,hout creatii}g additional ad]J1inistr 8. tiv2 machi neryI ' 

APPORTIONMENT OF UNIVE?]TIY SENJ\1E NBMTIER~UJ.P.. 

At the S0ptemb0r 25, 1950, moeting of tho Scnat8, Pres id ent Cross was ins -i::-ruct -.::d to appoint a :eorrunittoe to study r evision of the pr e s ent apporti6nmont of mcmbarship in the s~ nat b . The foll owing Sbnators w~ra appoint ed to the committ ue: 
Pro±:' essor Cort.az A., M. Zwing , Chairman 
Profossor Clyde L. Farrar 
D0an Hora ce B. Brown 

The Corr:mittce r e, comrnended that rn,._,mb;.;rship in the University Senate for tho noxt three years (1951-54) be allocat ed in the following manner: 



Arts and 3ci enc os 
Engineoring 

Colleg e of 
College of 
College of 
College of 
Colle:gc of 

Business Administration 
Education 
Fine Arts 

ColhJge 
,., 

Msdicine Q T 

College o:f:' Law 
College of Pharmacy 
Graduate Col l ege 
General Faculty 

Subtotal 
Ex Officio rnsmb c3 r (Pres i dent Cross) 

Tot a l 

Rocomm2nded 
14 

4 
3 
2 
2 

2 
1 
1 
l 

--1L 
1+2 

7 
.L 

-~3 -
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Current 
Membershi12 

13 
3 
2 
1 
2 

1 
1 
1 
1 

_u_ 
38 

l 
_]_9_ 

To Be 
'L'~ l .. Gct.ed 

1 
1 
1 
1 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

-=.L 
4 
0 ---

_4_ ---
The r oapportionment here r e communded is bas ed upon an offic ial r eport of tha Pr0sident's Of! ic e upon th3 present faculty personne l with ranks of instructor, assistant professor, associat e professor, and professor. According to the report, the t eaching per sonnel of the various college s was, to-wit: 

Colle;e of Arts and Sciunces 
Coll 2gG of bn~ineering 
College of B~siness Administration 
College of Fina Arts 
Coll ege of Modi cine 
College: of Ef~cation 
Co::. :L ege of Le ~-v 
Coll ege o:£' Viiarmacy 
Gr :_;duate Coll e ge 

Total 

292 
74 
57 
46 
45 
36 
11 

7 
l 

573 

A quoticmt 0£' 21 V-' 2.S us~d to determine the recommend ed apportionm c:: nt for th2 -.~a1"ious consti tucnt co} l eges. Und or it, the general f ac ul c:r wi ll hav0 tv1ol V 0 rnoubers , which is only three short of th0 customary one-third of the Senate mombE~rship. 

IMMIGRATION AND NAT:rJ3:A~JIZATION Q!J~§TI ONS. 

A proposal was made conc erning the establishment of a faculty commit tee to ;,avo g une:; r al supervision ov,:; r immigration and nat uralizati o n qu~stio ns arracting all persons in the Univ er s ity community. The proposal, made by Dr. Howard O. Eato n and submitted by President Cross, provided that the committ ea should havo authority to make r e; cornmendat ions to the President's Office with r e spect to all such cas 2s . 

It wa s r oferred to the Commi ttee on Extra-Mural Functions. 
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PROFESSORS EMERITI. 

A progr ess r e~ort from th0 Committee on Faculty Personnel was discussed by Ur. St ewart Wilcox. · This r eport conc erned professors emeriti . 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Thore was no further business, a nd the Senate adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Charles E. McKinney 
Secret a ry, Univ ersity Senat e 
Business Administration 7-A 
Telephone Station 228 


