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JOURNAL OF THE ' FACULTY SENATE (Norma n campus) 

The Univer.sity of Oklahoma 

Regular session May 10, 1982 - - l:00 p.m., Dale Hall 215 

The Faculty Senate was cal l ed to order by Dr. Gary Thompson, Chair 

Present: 

Baker{0) 
Biro(0) 
Brown , H. ( 0) 
Chr i stian(0) 
Christy(3) 
.Conner ( 0) 
Covich(l) 
Driver (2) 

Dunn(0) 
El-Ibiary(3) 
Ford(3) 
Foster,J.(1) 
Foster, T. (0) 
Gollaha lli(0) 
Graves(0) 
Gross(0) 

Hardy(l) 
Hayes (1) 
Hebert(0) 
Hibdon(l) 
Howard(O) 
Lanning(0) 
Levy(O) 

Provost 's Offic e representative: 

PSA r-epresent atives : Cowen 

Liaison , Women ' s Caucus: 

UOSA representative : 

Morgan 

Sevenoaks 

Lis(0) 
Love (1) 
Maletz(0) 
Menz i e (1) 
Moriarity (1) 
Murphy(0) 
Patten(0) 

Ray 

McNeil 

Schleifer(0) 
Self(0) 
Sonleitner(0) 
Stock ( 1) 
Thom2_son(0) 
West(0) 
Whitmore(O) 

Powers 

•··:a:a.mzaf:liff~.;~·.. -· 

/ , 

Absent: 

Brown , S. (0) Huseman (l) Lehr , Roland( l) Ragan , . T . (2) Se aberg( l) 
Fishbeck (2) Kiacz(l) Locke(2) Rinear(2) Smith(2) 
Heaston(l) Lehr, Robert(l) Ragan , J. (1) Scharnberg(l) Wainner(3) 

PSA representatives : Clinkenbeard Guyer Little 

(NOTE : The n umbers in par entheses indicate t h e ~v ~a~ number of faculty 
absence s during the 1 981-82 academic year when 9 r egular ar-d 1 special 
s essions were held . ) · 
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ACTION TAKEN BY PRESIDENT WILLIAMS . BANOWSKY: Faculty Position 
Paper, Traffic/Parking, Norman campus 

On April 27, 1982, President William S. Banowsky acknowledged receipt 
of the 1982 Faculty Position Paper on traffic and parking, Norman 
campus, with the following message to Professor Anthony S~ Lis, 
Senate Secretary: 

"It was encouraging to note that the conclusions of the 
Faculty Senate ad hoc Committee studying traffic and parking 
problems on the Norman campus were generally consistent with 
goals I have enunciated at various times while addressing 
our problems. 

"I believe that the final report of the consulting firm of 
Harland Bartholomew and Associates, Inc., will assist us in 
these efforts. 11

• 

(Please see pages 22-27 of the Senate Journal for April 12, 1982 . ) 

ACTION TAKEN BY SENA.TE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE : - - Faculty nominations, 
· Committee - To Study Dis•continuance of the 

Av1at1o·n· Department. 

In a recent memorandum to the Senate Chair, Provost J. R. Morris 
requested Senate nominations for the prescribed committee to study 
the proposed discontinuance of the Aviation Department on this campus. 

To meet the ea,rly deadline set by the Provost, the Senate Executive 
Corri.mi ttee, on behalf of the Senate, submi tteci the following faculty 
nominations on May 3: 

Betty L, Atkinson (Physics/Astronomyl 
Harry Benham (.Economics t 
Michael Buchwald (Drama) 
Richard · Kuhlman (Environmental Design)_ 
Marion C, Phillips (Managementl · 
Leona.rd Rubin (Mathematics) 
Fred Silberstein (Sociology) 
Bart Turkington (.AMNE). 

' REPORT OF SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Professor Gary Thompson, Senate Chair, reported on the following 
activi t ies of the Senate Executive Committee: 

1. Executive Comtni ttee meeting with Provost J. R. Morris: At the May 6 
meeting with Provost J. R. Morris, the Senate Executive Committee 
discussed the following items: 

\./'la) Report of Senate Committee on General Education: In comment­
ing on the r eport of the Senate ·ad hoc Committee on General Education 
approved by the Senate at its May 3 special session, Provost Morris 
indicated that he intends to refer that Committee report to each col­
lege on campus with the stipulation that an appropriate committee be 
formed to implement either that report of a general education curricu­
lum. (Please see pages 4-6 and 13-29 of the Senate Journal for the 
special session on May 3, 1982.) 

Cb) University pol•icy on student withdrawals. The Student Con­
gress has recently approved an alternate proposal for revising the 
UnivP~si~y-~9!i~y on tt~den t withdrawals (W/ F qradeR ) . ( P ] PaRP 
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Provost Morris 'indicated that he plans to refer that communi­
cation to the Deans C0unci1,·perhaps not until the fall semester. 

(c) Proposed Honors College: On January 26, 1982, Provost J. R. 
Morris forwarded to the deans and the faculty members of the Honors 
College Comrni ttee copies of his-- propo$al for an honors col1_ege. On 
March 8, copies were also furnished to the members of the Senate 
Executive Committee. A copy is available in the Senate office (OMU 242; 
5-6789) for faculty perusal and review. 

At one point in his memorandum, Provost Morris made the following 
comment: 

"The proposed Honors College is a package of three impor­
tant concerns: the development of a comprehensive, 4-year 
merit scholarship program; the enhancement of special course 

. offerings; and the focusing of administrative effort on the 
education of the highly talented student." 

Provost Morris has recently referred this proposal to the Academic Pro­
gram Council for its reactions ·and suggestions. 

2. Proposed Senate/UOSA Committee to study examination makeup policies: 
The Student Congress, on February 23, approved a resolution calling 
for the establishment of a joint Faculty Senate/UOSA committee composed 
of four students and rour faculty members to "investigate the policies, 
penalties, and procedures for the makeup· of exams, tests, quizzes and 
class work." 1 

Mr.Bill Stanhope, author of that resolution, and Ms. Beth Garrett 
discussed this matter with the Senate Executive Committee on March 30, 
1982. 

In his memorandum of April 21 to Mr. Monte Wilson, Chair of the Student 
Congress Academic Affairs Committee, Dr. Gary Thompson, Senate Chair, 
confirmed the commitment to appoint four faculty members from four 
separate colleges to that Committee next fall with the following 
additional comments: 

"The Senate Executive · cornrnittee recognize~ the full rights 
of University instructors to the long tradition of academic 
freedom guaranteeing each instructor the right to establish 
all rules of content, conduct, and procedure in the class­
room. We also feel that guidelines for excused absences 
might be helpful in alleviating difficulties that may seem 
to have arisen. 

'!n my opinion, this joint committee should be charged 
to 

"(l) Consider the need for a guidelines statement that 
recommends that instructors not penalize students who 
miss exams for valid reasons. 

(2) If such guidelines are thought to be needed, recom-
mend an appropriate policy statement. 

(3) Consult with Associate Provost Joseph Ray con­
cerning the possibility of having such a statement 
published in the Faculty Handbook. " 
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Provost Morr i s supports the creat ion of this Committee and feels that 
this matter has become a problem on this campus and needs to be dis­
cussed. 

3. Employment Assistance Task Force: Professor Thompson, Senate Chair 
and member o f the University Task Force on Employment Assistance , 
reported that the deliberations of that group are continuing . The 
Task Force , which is composed of facu l ty , staff , and administration 
representatives , is looking at the problem of "how the University 
can respond in cases in which individual faculty and staff members 
have difficul ties." Practically al l large institutions have some 
type of employee assistance program . 

Professor Thompson expressed the hope that the final report of that 
Committee will result in the establishment of an effective support 
system for the several thousand facul ty and staff members at this 
University . 

4. ~licy on use of University f~cilities : The Senate Executive Com­
mittee has been pursuing this problem "with interest and vigor," 
according to Professor Thompson, Senate Chair. 

Professor Foster , Chair- e lect, volunteered to - collect faculty reac­
tions and suggestions about the policy statement issued by Vice 
Pr esident Jack Stout after the campus disturbance severa l weeks ago . 
On April 30 , she submitted an eight- page report to the members of 
the Facilities Use ~eview Committee, whose membership includes 
Professor James Hibdon , also a member of the Senate. Copies of 
that report were also s ent to President William S . Banowsky·, Pro­
vost J. R. Morris , Vice President Gerald Turner , Vice President 
Jack Stout, and Professor Gary Thompson, · Senate Chair . 

Pr ofessor Hi bdon reported at this Senate meeting that the Committee 
had held a number of meetings and open hearings. He felt that the 
Committee could submit its final recommendations as early as the 
following week . He added , "At present , there is no meeting of the 
mind·s. " 

Professor Thompson then r eported on the lengthy conference that he and 
Professors Anthony Lis , Ric~ard Wells , a nd David Levy recently had 
with Vice President Gerald Turner . In Professor Thompson ' s opinion , 
"The Faculty Senate is applying a great deal of pressure to see that 
the First Amendment rights are not vio l ated. " He concluded with the 
hope thit the administration will regard ''with an open mind " any 
recommendations for significantly modifying the· current policy . 

(Please see page 4 of the Senate Journal for April 12 , 1982.) 

5. University admission requirements. Professor Thompson reported that 
on April 13 h e had sent a l e tter to President William S. Banowsky 
concerning the "complex" question of raising academic s tandards across 
the Uni versity , in general , and University admi ssion requirements , 
in particular. He noted that, as a result- of discussions at the 

r-- Poteau confere nce in April, facul ty governance groups on the Norman 
and the Stillwater campuses are planning t o create appropriate paral­
lel committees to discuss the question of admission requirements. 
Professor Thompson invited President Banowsky ' s "participati on , l ead ­
e r ship , guidance, and advice on this issue ." 

In acknowle dging that l e tter , President Banowsky addressed the following 
message to Professor Thompson on April 20 : 
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"T!)e mutual interest of the Faculty Executive Committees 
from Norman, Oklahoma City, and Stillwater in making a full 

, ~ review 'of admission practices of the State's comprehensive 
universities is certainly a worthwhile endeavor. So often 
the - pendulum swings between extremes without a_full consid ­
eration of the particular standard s and goals that are being 
sought. As long as such deliberations are made with a clear 
understanding of the political and financial realities, much 
good can come from them. 

"After the heightened activities of the close of the semes­
ter diminish, I would be glad to meet with you and any others 
for a discussion of approaches that might be taken to the 
goal of encouraging better preparation for students before 
they reach the comprehensive university. " 

JREPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY COMPENSATION 

Professor Deirdre Hardy, Committee Chair, thanked the members of the 
Committee for their support and efforts during the past academic year. 

She next· reported that the Faculty Salary Review Committee had spent 
over 60 hours on the task . of auditing faculty salaries. The g roup 
recommended adjustments in the salaries of ten faculty members. In 
her view, the summary evaluation form that goes into effect next year 
should obviate the need for a faculty salary audit committee next 
year. She urged members of the Senate, as well- as all other faculty 
members, to be sure to r eview the evaluation form with their 
respective chairs before signing them. Salary adjustments will be 
based on these forms. 

REDESIGNAT~ON OF . PHYSICAL RESOURCES/CAMPUS PLANNING COUNCIL (Norman) 

Backgroung inf·ormation: Last year, the Senate recommenc'\ed changing 
the designation of the Administrative and Physical Resources Council 
to the Physical Resources and Campus Planning Council (Norman). 
(Please see page 2 of _the Senate Journal for May 4, 1981.) 

Subsequently, that Council has recommended to the Executive Committee 
of the Senate that its designation be changed to "Campus Planning 
Council (Norman)_." 

At a recent meeting, the Senate Executive Committee approved that 
recommendation. 

Senate action: Professor Thompson, Senate Chair, presented the 
recommendation of the Senate Executive Committee that the Physical 
Resources and Campus Planning Council (Norman) be changed to "Cam­
pus Planning Council (Norman)." 

Without further discussion and with one dissenting vote, the Senate 
approved the proposed redesignat~on of that Council . 

\/2ENATE RESOLUTION: . Tax she·l tering of O'I'RS contributions. 

Professor Stephen Whitmore, Chair of the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Welfare,moved approval of the fo llowing self-explanatory resolution 
concerning the previously approved Senate proposal for tax she ltering 
OTRS contributionsa (Please see page 2 of the Senate Journal for 
May 4, 1981.) 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -

WHEREAS the Faculty Senates at the Health Sciences Center and 
on the Norman campu s of the University of Oklahoma in 
the spring of 1 98 1 did recommend to the University 
administration that the f aculties on both campuses be 
given the option of tax sheltering their monthly con­
tributions to the Ok l ahoma Teacher Retirement Syst em, 

WHEREAS t he appropriate Senate committees on both campuses, as 
we ll as the University Employment Benefits Committ ee , 
also recommend approval of this proposal l ast year, 

WHEREAS at this time twe lve state institutions of highe r l earn­
ing in Oklahoma already have varying types o~ such a 
tax- s heltering p r ogram for their faculties, 

WHEREAS the faculties on both campuses are increasingly con­
cerned over the_ l ong delay in reaching a decision in 
this matter of great interest to the ma j ority of 
faculty members , 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT the Faculty Senates at the Health 
· Sciences Center and the N_orman campus of t he Uni versi ty 
of Oklahoma urge the University · administration to take 
prompt , favorable action t o i mplement the proposed 
program . 

1 \ 
- · _J. 

Without dissent, the Senate approved that resolution~ 

(Secretary ' s ·note: On May 20 , 1982 , that resolution was a lso 
approved by the Faculty Senate, Health Sciences Center. This 
joint action was reported to President William s. Banowsky 
on May 25 , 1982. ) 

"PROPOSED REVISION: University policy on student withdrawals. 

On April 12, 1982, the Senate approved a proposal to revise the 
university pol icy on student withdrawals . Mr. Bill Sevenoaks, a 
member of the Student Congress and the newly appointed UOSA repre­
sentative to the Faculty Senate, addressed the Senate at that time 
with a plea t hat the que stion . be tabled. (Pl ease also see page 
of this Journal .) 

At this meeting of the Senate , Mr . Sevenoaks reported on subse­
quent developments in this matter, including a meeting of a UOSA 
delegation wi th Provost J. R. Morris . 

On May 4, the Student Congress passed its own r esolution that was 
forwarded to the University administrat ion and that r ecommends t he 
fol l owing policy : 

"A. Weeks 1-2: Free withdrawal , no grade posted. 

B. Weeks 3-4: All withdrawals receive "W". 
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C. Weeks 4-8: All withdrawals receive "W" or "WF". If 
grade cannot be calculated, a "W" shall be given. 

D. After 8 weeks, withdrawal permitted only in extenu­
ating circumstances and only by direct petition to 
the Dean of the College in which the student is 
enrolled. rt· is recommended but not required that 
the student consult the instructor before peti- · 
tioning the Dean. 

E. "W" as a final grade will no longer be permitted." 

In Mr. Sevenoaks' words, "We have a little mixture of the Provost's 
recommendations, the Faculty Senate recommendations, and our own 
recommendations. The administration will come forward with a decision 
based on both proposals. The sad part is that the UOSA and the Fac­
ulty Senate could not work together--we have two proposals instead 
of a single proposal. This clearly hurts the credibility of both 
bodies. Both bodies will be unhappy whatever happens subsequently." 
He concluded with a renewed plea for both groups to work together . 

(Secretary's note: During the past academic year, several oral and 
written requests have been made to the UOSA President, without success, 
for the selec tion of the five authorized student representatives to 
t he Senate. Mr. Sevenoaks, appointed by the incoming UOSA President, 
was present at his initial···meeting with the Senate on April 12, 1982.) 

- (Rlease see page 2 of this Journal.) 

PROPOSED SENATE/OCCE ad hoc LIAISON COMMITTEE 

~ kground information: On March 15, the Senate tabled the report of 
the joint Budget Council/Faculty Senate ad hoc Committee on Continuing 
Education and Public Service, "until such time as the Committee can 
provide additional, specific information concerning OCCE programs and 
finances." (Please see pages 5-7 of the Senate Journal for March 15, 
1982.) 

Senate action: Professor Ted Hebert, Co-chair of the above ad hoc 
CommittPe, first made the following basic statement on behalf of that 
group: 

"Continuing Education and Public Service (CE&PS) should 
b e a wel l - integrated component of the total University of 
Oklahoma. ' 

"This being true, it is important for the faculty to 
become better informed about the various programs and 
activities of the Oklahoma Center for Continuing Education 
and to a ssure that these contributed to the accomplishment 
of the total mission of this University." 

Accordingly, he next moved that the Faculty Senate create an ad hoc 
Liaison Committee on Continuing Education and Public Service for the 
academic year, 19.82-83, to undertake the following tasks: 

i 

(1) Examine and report to the Faculty Senate the nature 
and extent of Continuing Education and Public Service 
activities at the University of Oklahoma and comparable 
universities in this region. 

(2) Assess and report to the Senate the budgetary impacts 
of present programs of continuing education and public ser­
v i ce at the University of Oklahoma. 
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(3) Submit to the Senate its recommendations concerning 
future funding of the continuing education and _public 
service function . 

(4) Consider the creation of a permanent council or com­
mittee to assure appropriate p~rticipation of faculty, 
students, and staff in matters concerning continuing edu­
cation and public service and recommend to the Senate a 
·structure and -a charge for any such group. 

The committee should be composed of five members of 
the General Faculty , who will be joined by four non-voting 
members representing the staff of the Oklahoma Center for 
Continuing Education. 

The Committee should consist of five members of the General Faculty 
and four non-voting members representing the staff of the Oklahoma 
Center tor Continuing Education.. · 

In Professor Howardts opinion, the fourth item seems to be ''premature." 
Professor Hebert, in response, commented that the item is offered as 
a suggestion and not a requirement. 

In a voice ~ote without dissent, the Senate· approved the motion. 

FINAL REPORT: Senate Committee on Student Evaluation · of Facul·ty. 

Background inforrri:ation: On April 12, the Senat-e tabled until this 
meeting its consideration of the fina l report of the ad hoc Committee 
on Student Evaluation of Faculty. (Please see page 28 of the Senate 
Journal for April 12, 1982.) 

In advance of this meeting, copies of the May 3, 1982, minority report 
prepared by Professor David Gross were distributed to Senate members. 

At this meeting, copies were distributed of Professor George Murphy's 
May 7 response to the minority report. 

Senate action: Professor Marvin Baker moved that the question be 
removed from the table. The Senate approved the motion without 
dissent. 

Professor Thompson called attention to the fact that two separate 
reports had been submitted by the Committee--(1) the detailed resources 
;report and (2 )_ the Faculty J?osi tion Paper that includes six recoITLmenda-. 
tions , 

He next called on Professor George Murphy, Committee Chair, who 
summarized the historical and analyt~-cal aspect s of the 48-page 
report .. Subsequently, he moved Senate acceptance of the report. 

Professor Stock questioned the number (18) of questionnaires 
returned in the process of the Committee's solicitation of faculty 
input . Professor Murphy respond~d with the statement that the solic­
itption came in the format of a memorandum and that the responses 
were 11 not returned questionnaires but rather individual in-depth 
analyses of ;faculty experiences." 
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Professbr Gross questioned the valid i ty· of the so l icitation memo­
randum (page 13) in view of the following question contained therein: 
"Do seri ous abuses of the system exist, on this campus? "· He also noted 
t hat page 23 contains a comment about forty percen t o~ the respondents. 

Professor Schl eifer called attention to the statement on page 23 that 
"student responses were a measure of popularity rather than teaching 
per formance . " In his view, most popular teachers are also the best 
~eachers. · 

Professor Thompson at this point noted that the Committee submitted 
its report as requested and that Senate acceptance would not indicate 
either approval or rejection of the report itself. 

With one dissenting vote, the Senate accepted the resources report. 

Professor Murphy next moved approval of the Faculty Position Paper 
submitted by the Committee on Student- Faculty Evaluation. 

Professor Gross next summarized his minority report. In h i s opini.on , 
abolishing the SFE program not onl y would be a step backward but also 
would devalue the significance of teaching in merit raises, promotions , 
a nd tenure considerations. He moved that the report be awended as 
follows: 

Recommendation 2: 

DeTe·te: "That anonymous mid- term student i -nput instruments 
be employed in each course for the purpose of instruc­
t i onal improvement, with responses returned to the 
instructor only." 

Substi tute: "That carefl~lly designed instruments for student 
evaluation of faculty be employed in each course for­
the p u rpose of instructional improvement and as a com­
ponent i n the evaluation of faculty teaching, for use 
in decisions regarding salary, tenure , and promoti on." 

Professor Covich expresseo rhe view that research is not any more quan­
titative than teaching . He feels that evaluation of teaching is an 
important component and requires a consi0 erable amount of consensus 
"before we can come up with something that we can all agree on . " 

Professor Baker, a member of the Committee expressed regrets that Pro­
fessor Gross had not shared his minority report with the Committee. 
I n his opinion , ·;,the Committee had ·a verr, difficult task and did a 
pretty good job on its majority report. ' Besides considering the fac ~ 
ulty responses to Professor Murphy's solicitation, the Committee 
heard 12 or 13 speakers who addressed t hese issues. He urged accep­
tance of the report. 

Professor Love spoke in favor of the proposed amendment and str~ssed 
t he need for retaining anonymity. in evaluations. "I cannot see that 
the amendment will destroy the very good and extensive work of the 
Committee . The question, however, is a difficult one." 

Professor Thompson commented that there is considerable concern and 
interest. 
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Professor Thompson commented that the various reactions indicate 
that there is _considerable faculty concern and interest. 

Professor Biro characterized himself as "being in difficulty." 
The majority report presents a concern about the use of student 
evaluations as the sole measure of teaching quality; the minority 
report shares that . concern also. Committee members apparently 
would not -object to the sentiments expressed in the minority report. 
He asked, "Where does that lead us ? 11 "The re has to be a way of 
putting these two together to meet both concerns. It looks to me 
as if the Committee has not done its job yet." In conclusion, he 
urged others not to vote for either the original (majority) report 
or the minority report. 

Professor Murphy rejected the thought of postponing ~inal action on 
the position paper. In his opinion, such action ''essentially would 
mean that the Cammi ttee has not done anything. 11

" 

Professor Murphy then proposed a change in Recommendation 6 of the 
position paper. In view of the fact that some of the members of 
the Committee will be on sabbatical next year and that UOSA represen­
tation on the Committee is being discussed, he proposed ' changing the 
phrase "present Senate ·ad hoc Committee" to 11·a Senate ad hoc Com.mi t­
tee." Professor Gross raised no objection to the proposed revision 
in the language. No objections were raised from the floor. 

Professor West next
1
moved that this question be tabied because, in 

his view, "there was a need for a combined resolution that we can 
all agree on." The tabling motion was defeated ·in a 15 to 19 tally. 

Professor John Foster felt that the Senate needs to address this 
issue much more broadly and substantively than just attacking the 
SFE. "There is general frustration not from the idea that some 
reform is made in the evaluation process but that people are left 
in a dark vacuum. The easiest target of opportunity is the SFE. 
When I don't know what I am being evaluated on, I become scared and 
I will attack." 

Professor Driver urged that , SFE not be excluded from any evaluation 
program. "We cannot ignore 3tudent input into the evaluation process. 
I agree with the majority report as long as we dontt ignore the stu­
dent input." 

Professor El-Ibiary "found plenty of com.men ground in both. reports." 
He expressed the opinion that the issue must b e studied carefully and 
that perhaps a new committee .should be appointed'ito avoid squabbles." 

Professor Dee Fink, Office of the Vice Provost for Instructional 
Affairs, appeared before the Senate to express his views and reactions 
concerning the Committee reports. At the outset, he commented, "I 
cannot imagine a good evaluation system without SFE." He expressed 
the hope that the Senate would encourage academic units to use addi­
tional measures for evaluating teaching. He commented favorably on 
several items and added that, if changes could be made, he would be 
very "supportive." 

Professor Gross took exception to Professor Murphyts remark that the 
amendment would, in effect, "put us back to where we were in the 
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~ past." He noted that his minority report strongly suggests that SFE 
~ should be used in conjunction with other items. "We should continue 

to use them for both instructional ·and evaluation processes." 

Subsequently, the faculty rejected the proposed amendment in a tally 
of 15 to 19. 

The faculty next aecepted the majority r~port (position paper) with 
19 affirmative and 14 negative votes being cast. 

(Please see the following pages for the documents listed below: 
(1) pp. 13-44--Cornmittee resources report, 
(2) pp. 45-46--Faculty position paper (majority report), 
(3) pp. 47-49--Minority report, 
(4) pp. 50-52--Response to minority report . ) 

ELECTION OF SENATE CHAIR-ELECT, 1982- 83 

Professor.Robert Ford (Finance) was elected by acclamation to serve 
as the Chair-elect, Faculty Senate, for the academic year, 1982-83. 

RE-ELECT ION OF SENATE SECRETARY, 1982-83 

Professor Anthony S. Lis· (Business Administration) was re-elected by 
acclamation to his fourteenth consecutive term as Senate Secretary 

. for the academic year, 1982-83. 

RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION: Outgoing Senate Chair. 

Professor John Biro next presented the following resolution of Sen­
ate appreciation to Professor Gary L. Thompson for his service as 
the Senate Chair-elect, 1980- 81, and the Senate Chair, 1981-82. 

RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION 

WHEREAS Dr. Gary Thompson, Associate Professor of Geography, 
has served the Faculty Senate on the Norman cam.pus of 
the University of Oklahoma for five consecutive years-­
as a representative of the College of Arts and Sciences 
(1977-80), as its Chair-Elect (1980-81), and as its 
Chair (1981-82), 

WHEREAS Professor Thompson, during his term as Senate Chair, 
was a dynamic, articulate and effective leader and 

1 
spokesperson of both the General Faculty and the 
Faculty Senate, 

WHEREAS Professor Thompson was eminently . successful in his 
untiring efforts to maintain and enhance a harmonious 
and productive relationship, based on mutual respect 
and trfist, between the faculty and the Uriiversity · 
administration, as well as the University Board of 
Regents, 

WHEREAS Professor Thompson exemplified, in both word and deed, 
the high aspirations of an effective and responsible 
faculty governance syst~m on this campus, 
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,.,.--._ WHEREAS Professor Thompson has remained dedicated to the task 
of promoting a more favorabl e rapport among the 
various segments of the University community of this 
campus -- i.e., the administration, the faculty, the 
staff, and .the student body, ' 

WHEREAS Professor Thompson has fostered the mutually beneficial 
relationship existing among the faculty governance 
leaders on this camp~s , at the Health Sciences Center, 
and on the Stillwater campus of Oklahoma State 
University, 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT the Faculty Senate on the Norman 
campus of the University of Oklahoma h e reby express its 
sincerest appreciation and gratitude to Professor Gary 
Thompson for his many noteworthy contributions to the 
~ffectiveness of faculty governance on this campus. 

The Senate approved the resolution by acclamation. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Faculty Senate adjourned at 5:45 p . m. The nex t regular sess i on 
of the Se nate is scheduled for Monday, Septembe-r 20, 1982, at 3 : 30 p.m., 
in Dale Hall 218. 

The Senate will , however , meet ~n special session on Monday, June 28, 
1982, at 3:00 p . m., in Adams Hall 104 . 

Respectfully submitted, 

~f-~ 
Professor of 

Business Administration 
Secretary, Faculty Senate 
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I. Historical Background ~ SFE at the University ~ Oklahoma. 

In October 1971 the Provost asked the Chairman of the Senate to initiate 
Senate action on the question of student-faculty evaluation (SFE). There 
was at that time both a nation- wide movement toward "accountability'' in 
higher education and continuing Vietnam era student activism. The Chairman 
referred the matter to the Committee on Teaching and Research for study and 
subsequent recommendation (1). The extent of the Committee's investigation 
was a solicitation of commercially available SFE rating forms from the Edu­
cational Testing Service and a survey of deans' current practice in teacher 
evaluation. In January 197 2 the Commit tee Chairman recommended to the Senate 
the implementation of a University-wide program of course content and instruc­
tional evaluation (2). After considerable discussion the resolution was 
sent back to the Committee for changes. At the February meeting (3) t h e 
Senate .was informed of activities in Student Government to develop a faculty 
evaluation program for the information of students to be published in book­
let form. This motivated the Senate to "get something on the books". The 
Committee was now ready with its revised resolution, the proposed evalua-
tion program to be kept separate from that of the s tudents, The report fin­
ally approved by the Senate reads as follows: 

"The Senate Committee on Teaching and Research recommends that the · Senate 
adopt a resolution favoring the implementation of a University- wide prog­
ram of instructional evaluation. This program should be a continuing 
one, should be m~ndatory for all instructional programs in the Univer­
sity, and should include evaluation by students. The Committee believes 
that the responsibility for implementation of such a program should 
rest at the college level. Toward this end, the Seriate should urge 
each college to establish a committee which will have representation 
from the faculty and student body of the college and which will have re­
sponsibility for developing and implementing an ·· evaluation program most 
suitable to the college's instructional activities. 

"In revie,ving reports of evaluation programs of other universities it 
was noted repeatedly that, although there are few really objective cri­
teria for teaching effectiveness, concern for effect ive teaching -
comes into prominence at ~11 levels as departments , colleges, and 
universities examine their criteria for good teaching, their pro­
cedures for reviewing it, and their stated expectation with regard to 
faculty performance. The fundamental importance of evaluation is to 
provide a feedback to the instructor on his work. In this way, the 
evaluation takes on a constructive ro l e in improving t eaching . In a 
secondary role, evaluation is necessary if we hope to be able to give 
appropriate recognition to quality of instruction." 

The revised resolution reflects the following changes f rom the original 
draft: 

1. There is no longer a reference to "course content": 

2. Wording had been changed to include the phrase "and should include 
evaluation by students" 

2 
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3. The following phrase was deleted: "instructional evaluations should 
be reported to departmental chairmen and deans and be made available to de­
partmental review committees . " 

4. Also deleted· was the recommendation of "a centralized agency to as­
sist the colleges in these ~ndeavors . " 

Item 2 was to contribute to the subsequent exclusion of other mandatory 
means of evaluation than SFE except in a few departemnts . The original in­
tent of a comprehensive evaluation program has not been accomplished, 

The resolution probably would not have passed if (3) had been retained; 
yet the revised resolution did not prohibit deans from electing adminis­
trative use of evaluation results, and some did so, 

On March 8, 1972 the Provost addressed the following memo to Deans (4): 

"On March 4, 1972, President Sharp approved the teacher-eval uation rec om­
. mendation approved by the University Senate on February 14, 1972 

"You will note that the policy urges that each college establish a. com­
mittee 'that will have representation from the faculty and student body 
of the college and that will have the responsibility for developing and 
implementing an evaluation program most suitable to the coll ege's 
instructional activities.' 

"I join the Senate in urging the establishment of t he committee and the 
implementation of the program. I would appreciate receiving word from 
you about the action your college will take. Assuming that your college 
will wish to establish a committee, please l et me know the names of those 
faculty members whom you expect to appoint to the committee and the num­
ber of students from the college whom you wish t he Student Association 
to appoint to the committee. I would like to have this information as 
soon as possible, since I assume that President Sharp will wish me to 
provide him and the Senate with specific information before t he end of 
the semester. 

"Assuming that the committee can be established in time, I urge it to 
do all it can to see that an evaluation program suitable to the college's 
instructional activity is developed and a plan for its implementation 
formu lated in time to be used in the fall." 

The resolution was entered into the Regents Policy Manual Dec. 14, 1972. 
It first appeared in the Faculty Handbook as Sec. 3.29 of t he Nov. 1981 
edition. 

II. Implementation and Evolution~ College SFE Systems. 

How does a college committee begin to establish an SFE system? Ideally, 
this would be done by stating what constitutes good teaching, and then trying 
to devise an instrument that would measure student response against the 

3 
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r--- agreed upon standard. Then there would be a period of validation to see 
whether the instrument measured what it was supposed to. There is no evi­
dence that this approach was taken by any of the colleges. · A standard of 
teaching performance is notoriously difficult to pin down, and it is typ-
ically ignored. · 

One widely followed approach is to acquire commercially available rat­
ing forms and use them as a basis for developing a form suited to the col­
lege's instruct~onal purposes. Producers of commercial rating forms are 
happy to. provide results of t h eir own research studies to prove that the 
instruments indeed measure teaching performance. Independent studies, whose 
results can be found in the general professional literature, often contra­
dict such· results, Awareness of '·'in house" research is as far as some col­
lege SFE committees get . 

. 
Although the Senate resolution's emphasis was on SFE for instructional 

improvement (only the instructor receiving data), some colleges were quick 
to turn the instrument into an administrative tool for personnel decisions. 
The issue of administrative use soon attained dominating importance. Re­
sponse to an instrument designed only for instructor feedback can safely be 
collected anonymously. Questions can focus on topics that can be helpful 
in improving an instructor's lecturing technique, etc., and there is no · need 
for a global question, or most of the others that appear on the usual form 
intended in for administrative use . In shifting from the •instructional 
feedback to the administrative use form 1 the anonymity provision is carried 
over into an entirely 

I 
different setting. In four colleges the University 

now systematically collects student evaluations and requires their use in 
personnel decisions involving salary, promotion and tenure. In ·Section 
VII the Committee considers the legal and ethical consequences of this 
development. 

In shifting from the instructional feedback to the administrative use 
form another problem was created, The typical dual purpose form that evolved 
has administrative use questions on one side answered by blackening multiple 
choice circles for computer analysis. On the back are spaces for answering 
open- ended questions intended originally to be seen only by the instructor 
as student feedback. That intent has not been honored by many d epartments, 
A common student assumption is ·that written responses on the back of the form 
will be used by administrators, They see themselves as talking directly to 
the administrator and telling h:hn how good or bad the instructor is. The in~ 
structional feedback function is1 therefore, no longer being served. 

- . ,~ 

A third problem in shifting the questionnaire purpose results from fail­
ure to furnish the student with explicitely stated objective standards of 
teaching performance, a provision which seems highly appropriate for an eval­
uative instrument, but perhaps is an unnecessary appendage for the instruc­
tional feedback form. By implication, the student is supposed to produce his 
own standards in the .few minutes available to complete the entire question~ 
naire. Under such conditions, even conscientious students may respond to the 
global question on the basis of superficial characteristics. Less conscien­
tious students may ignore the question of generating standards and simply try 

4 
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by their responses to promote or demote the instructor in the eyes of the 
Administration. 

The absence of stated objective standards of teaching performance com­
bined with the anonymity provision allows students to turn the system into 
a semester popularity contest having little or no relation to teaching perfor­
mance. 

III . Previous s ·enate Followup Studies. 

In 197 5 the Academic Program Council was asked by the Senate ''to examine 
alternative methods of teacher evaluation which go beyond our currently used 
student evaluation of faculty", and "to prepare recommendations .. · , on 
altern~tive methods of evaluation for use here at the University. " The Senate 
Chairman informed the Council that "this request is the resul t of a g rowing 
concern among faculty here at the University over the use of student e~alua-

tions for decisions on promotion; raises, and tenure rather than as a 
tool to improve teaching. Several faculty feel there is a need for a system­
atic, professional evaluation of teaching to complement student evaluation." 

The Council's response was a 16-page report that included 53 referen~­
ces (5). The report was accepted at the Nov. 10 meeting, but further action 
was postponed. The following motion was adopted at the Dec, 8 meeting (6). 

"The Faculty Senate recommends that, as a matter of University policy , 
each academic unit shall adopt a written statement on the procedures it 
chooses for the evaluation of teachers in that unit. Upon ·agreement of 
the budget dean and the Provost, such a statement would then become ef­
fective departmental policy, subject to subsequent changeby departmental 
action and agreement by _ the Dean and the Provost. This policy would 
enable each unit to fashion its own set of teacher evaluation proced­
ures, suited to its mission and program. The Faculty Senate urges each 
academic ·unit to consult the 'Report of the Academic Program Council 
concerning Methods of Evaluating Teachers' as it prepares its written 
statement." · 

A subsequent motion carried specifying the effective date for imple­
menting the proposal as Sept. 1976. 

An earlier proposal approved by the Executive Committee carried the 
sentence "College-level student instruct ional evaluation and peer evalua­
tion would remain a mandatory part of any such . set of procedures, and each 
department would be obliged to determine what additional methods it chooses 
to employ." These specifics were deleted in the adopted proposal. 

This proposal was not, however, approved by the President, who wrote (7) , 

"The Se,r).ate recommendations on teacher evaluation overlap some of the 
provisions of the personnel policy revisions ... and indeed, an~ic­
ipated some of the changes incorporated in the revisions. I am not ap­
proving the December 8, 1975 recommendation for implementation since 
we are proce eding with impl~enting the revised personnel policy. The 

5 
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Provost will very shortly begin working with deans and academic units to 
develop a campus-wide evaluation policy which should accomplish some of 
the objectives of the policy proposed by the Senate." 

The current (Nov. 1981) edition. of the Faculty Handbook states as follows 
(Sec. 3.11.1 on salary adju~tments): 

"Each academic unit, with the participation and approval of the dean and 
the Provost, shall establish and publish specific criteria for evaluating 
faculty performance in that unit, consistent with overall University 
evaluation procedures . , . " 

Essentially the same language is used in Sec . 3 . 7.4 and 3,12 . 1 with re­
spect to tenure and promotion criteria, 

In Sec. 3. 29 under the heading "Instructional Evaluation", the Senate 
resolution dealt with in Sec. I of this report is reproduced verbatim. This 
completes the Faculty Handbook references to teacher evaluation, 

In 1976 a joint Senate/UOSA subcommittee was appointed to consider Student­
Faculty Evaluation. The following report was approved at the May .2, 

1977,Senate meeting (8). 

"The Committee met several times to identify and consider issues sur­
rounding student1 evaluations of faculty. Sources of information used 
were (1) the d i verse experiences of committee members--faculty from three 
departments in two colleges and students from three _classes and majors; 
(2) a questionnaire sent to all deans that elicited about a fifty per 
cent response; and (3) survey results provided by the Provost's Office. 
The following conclusions were reached: 

1. St-udent evaluations of faculty are necessary instruments under cur­
rent policy but are insufficient, though useful, measures of faculty 
performance. Weaknesses suggested were: 

a. evidence of varying degrees of seriousness by students in com-. 
pleting the forms, , 

b. an incomplete perspective on the part of some students who, nev­
ertheless, are conscientious. 

c. some criticism of specific questions. 

2. Despite limitations with respect to the accuracy of results from 
student faculty evaluations, exaggerated importance is attached 
to them by both administrators and faculty in matters concerning 
salary increases, promotion, and tenure, disclaimers to the con­
trary notwithstanding. Presumably this occurs because of the seem­
ing preciseness of measures which perhaps are better . characterized 
as 'quantification of hearsay evidence 1 , as one person put it.'·' 

In the fall of 1979 a Senate ad hoc committee was appointed to consider 
concerns s~~ilar to those expressed in 1975 at the time of the report by the 

6 
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;---.. Academic Program Council. In its brief report dated March 28, 1980, the 
Committee recommended some .cosmetic clanges in the system, but failed to come 
to grips with real SFE problems. 

Only the first of the three previous s·enate studies (9) have considered 
the question of SFE validity, i. e., against an accepted objective stan­
dard of teaching performance. It states that student ratings have not been 
demonstrated to be valid.. Five years later the same statement was still 
being made (10). It is safe to conclude that validity is incapable of being 
demonstrated . · 

The 1975 charge to the Academic Program Council was phrased in terms of 
· complementing SFE with other methods, thereby precluding a detailed study of 

SFE itself. The two other studies as well have generally taken the view that, 
howev~r severe the criticisms of SFE, it is here to stay; the only recourses 
are to try to :iIDprove the forms or to devise other evaluation methods to try 
to counteract SFE deficiences. The three previous studies have been inef ­
fective toward both of these aiIDs. Since college SFE committees do not under­
stand the basic deficiencies of the system, changes in the forms have gen­
erally been of a cosmetic nature. The adoption by a department of an alter­
native form of evaluation requires considerable t:iIDe and effort, and often 
faculty resistance on fundamental grounds. When this is contrasted with the 
almost effortless force feeding of college SFE data, it is not surprising 
that there have been few departmental adopt ions of peer evaluation and other 
alternative methods. 

r-J. Survey Results. 

The Committee has conducted both external and internal surveys to de­
termine current SFE practices at other colleges and universities and within 
OU at ~he college and university levels. 

Through the courtesy of -Professor L. Dee Fink of the Vice Provost's 
Office of Instructional Services, the Committee conducted a survey of SFE 
practice in nine major state universities (including OU) in Oklahoma and 
nearby states. Responses are from representatives of institutions at a con­
ference on instructional development Nov. 6-7, 1981, 

Questions asked: 

1. Are course evaluations required or voluntary in your institution? 
2. Are the instruments used, used as institution-wide, college-wide, 

or department-wide instruments : 
3. How are the results used? 
4. If you have been doing cours e evaluations for some t:iIDe, has an 

effort ever been made to validate the instrument? 

Results: 

Oklahoma State: 

1. Required of all classes in fall term. 

7 
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2. Institutional requirement. _ Same formr with departmental option 
to develop their own. , 

3. Used in varying ways. Usually faculty development, with some 
impact on salary considerations_, extent varies from department 
to _department. 

4. Has been attempted--recently revised--still under review . 

Iowa State: 

1. Voluntary (= strongly urged). Some institutional evaluations by 
student government. 

2. Required by some departm.ents. Individual department forms. 
Institutional one available. 

3 . Allegedly in support of promotion/tenure .. 
4. Yes--many times/many of t he different forms involved. 

Nebraska (Lincoln): 

1. Required . 
2. University byl aws requires evaluation of teaching. 

Different forms, decided by department. 
3 • . Personnel decisions (promotion, tenure, salary). 

Distinguished teaching award selection. 
4. No. 

Arkansas: 

1 . Not done presently. 
2. Were required in the past by university. 
3. Unknown (possibly as reward in past), 
4. Unknown. 

Texas (Austin) : 

1. Voluntary for most faculty. 
2. Some colleges require it, e.g., Business. Many require it 

of TAs. Many "strongly urge" it. There are many different forms. 
3. They_ are used for promotion and tenure decisions by many de­

partments. Probably not used for salary decisions . Are used 
for some Jllerit decisions and awards. 

4. Yes, but the number of forms has expanded so much that all data 
are out of date now. However, we are, now. goi_ng to explore a 
new one which will be. 

Kansas State: 

1. Voluntary at university level. 
2, In some departments, some form of eval uation is urged; at others, 

some particular form is used by everyone in the department by 
group decision. 

3. Teacher improvement; administrative decisions--it depends. 
4. Yes (IDEA form has been validated). 

8 
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Missouri (Columbia): 

1. Course evaluations are voluntary. 
2. Required by some departments. 
3. Use varies by departments. Ranges from use by instructor 

(Arts and Sciences), by department chair and department exec­
utive committee (also Arts and Sciences), by Dean (some pro­
fessional schools). Use for promotion and tenure uneven but 
frequent. 

4. Do not know about l ocal validation. 

·Wichita State: 

i. Strongly recommended. 
2. Varies by department, with at least three dif ferent forms 

in use. 
3. As evidence of teaching quality for tenure and promotion pur­

poses, 
4. Yes. 

In summary, there were half as many universities employing SFE for . man­
datory administr ative use (at least i n some colleges) as for voluntary or no 
u se at a ll. Of the thr ee mandating administrat ive use, only OU has mandated 
college admin i stered forms. 

Through the courtesy of Professor and Senate Secr etary Anthony Li s, the 
Committee also conducted a survey of SFE practice in Oklahoma st.ate colleges 
and univer sit ies . Respondents were r epresentatives from sta te institutions 
attending the fall meeting of t he Oklahoma Confer ence of Facu~ty Organizations, 
Ada, OK, Nov . 6, 1 981 . 

Number of institutions represented 18 Institutions responding 
It "· 11 not It 21 

" II II responding 9 
(Last number does not include OU) 

East Central University 
Northeastern OK State University 
Oklahoma State University 

Question response summary: 

Univ, of Sciences & Arts of OK 
Southwestern State University 
Eastern Oklahoma College 
Oscar Ro se Junior College 
Cameron Uni versity 

1. Does your institution have a formal system of teacher evaluation as a 
component in the annual salary review and promotion process: 

4 yes 5 no 

Comment s: "Departme·ntal r eview" 
"Some d ~partment s do" 
"We are evaluated, but it is developmental in nature and 
not used for salary, etc." 

"No university wide system--some departments may make it 
a formal component of salary and promotion process." 

9 
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2. If yes, does it include mandato~y student evaluation of teachers? 

3 yes 2 no 

Comment: ''every 5th year, yes" 

3. What other components of teacher evaluation are in your system, e.g., 
peer evaluation? 

Comments: "Within departments--made by students" 
"Division review" 
"Varies with departments" 
"Peer, chairperson, academic vice president evaluations. 

Each -faculty member writes a self-evaluation which is 
reviewed by chair and V.P. for Academic Affairs -" 

"Faculty are evaluated by students and immediate supervisor." 
"Administrative-division chairperson-annually" 
!'Faculty members are expected to give students oppor-
tunity for evaluation. Faculty member, at his option, 
submits these to chairman. Teacher evaluation as it 

----- -- applies to salary and promotion is a subjective judgment 
of chairman.'' 

"Peer evaluation when need arises." 

4 . If the answe1,, to (2) is no, have you ever had.mandatory SFE? 

1 _yes 

If yes, why was SFE dropped? 

1 no 

"It was deemed invalid." 

Again there were half as many col;t_eges employip.g SFE_for mandatory 
administrative cse as for voluntary use. 

Although SFE for administrative use has made inroads during the past 
decade, the general conclusion is reached that it has not been adopted by 
a majority of ins titutions, at least in this part of the country. 

SURVEY OF OU COLLEGES Af..l]) DEPARTMENTS 

Following is a summary of respbnses from OU deans concerning alternative 
means of evaluating effective teachi~g in determining merit raises, promotions, 

. and tenure: 

Environmental Desi gn: Peer evaluations and a general knowledge of the 
students' progress, as well as surveys of advanced students, are t he 

_major alternative means of evaluation. Individual course evaluations 
are used by the instructor to imporve the particular course . External 
evaluations, such as visiting t eams for accrediting purposes, profes­
sional advisory groups and comments by visiting or adjunct professors, 
competence demonstrated in licensing examinations. 
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Engineering: Assessment of overall teaching qua l ity and effectiveness 
should draw on data of.regular student course evaluations and peer eval­
uations--along -with: visitation evaluations, alumni or student exit inter­
view data, and course materials evaluation. 

Fine Arts: Although the SFE scores may be reviewed by Committee A and 
the Dean regarding merit increases, tenure and promotion, there is no 
mandate within the college concerning the extent, if any, these scores 
are to play within department dec i sions, This is at the discretion of 
Directors and Committee A. There are no alternative systematic means 
of evaluation. 

Education: Faculty members are encouraged to· include evidence of. teaching 
effectiveness when they prepare their annual reports, o r are r eviewed fo r 
tenure or promotion. The student evaluation summaries are one approp­
riate form of evidence, but they may also use comments on particular 
emphases, course development activities, or on new methodological approach 
t hat was attempted. Peer r.eviews have not · been used i n the past but are 
being considered. 

Arts and Sciences : College requires other than impressionistic data; other­
wise, no college- wide p·olicy statement . Each department has contributed 
its own policy statement, subject to dean '·s approval. 

By departmental survey the Cornmitte found that college policy statements 
are not always follow'ed by departments in practice. The results are summarized 
in Table 1. • 

Of the 28 questionnaires returned, 22 were from Arts and Sciences , 4 from 
Engineering and 2 from Fine Arts. Since Business Administration, Environ­
mental Design , and Law are not departmentally structured, no quest ionnaire~ 
wer.e sent to them. 

Mor e than two-thirds of the respondents indicated SFE scores are mandatory 
in their department or school; the same fraction indicated they tried to ad-,­
just indiv idual scores for circumstances believed to affect them. Two-
thirds of the respondents a l so indicated that Committee A does not believe it 
could prove the validity of SFE scores as a measure of teaching performance 
if challenged . 

I n answer to the question of whether or no t Committee A uses the stud­
ent comments on the back of the for~, 82% reported they were used. 

All but six chairs/directors indicated that Committee A also employs other 
methods of teacher evaluation, usually indicating the method was optional. 
Optional peer evaluation was marked by 61% and exit surveys by 25%, The 
"other" methods mentioned were: syllabi, cour se material s, ·instructional 
improvement activities , student success, student interviews, student per ­
formance, graduate committee work , advising, student exams , handouts, alumni, 
questionnaire, j udging qualit y of work of students . 

The Committee has found by informal survey that 1t optional" use of an al.,,­
ternativ·e method of teacher evaluation means little or no use in practice. 

11 
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Table 1 

Questionnaire Responses of Chairs/Directors 

on Current Practice in Evaluating Teaching 

1. Use of college system SFE scores 
is or •is not mandatory in per­
sonnel decisions? 
(a) is 
(b)' is not 

2. If mandatory, Committee A takes 
SVE scores 
(a) at face value 
(b) adjusts for circumstances 
(c) discounts SFE scores 
(d) no answer 

3. Does Committee A believe that it 
could prove validity of SFE 
scores if challenged? 
(a) yes 
(b) no 
(c) no answer 

4. Committee A uses or does not use 
comments on the back of the form 
(a) uses 
(b) does not use 
(c) no answer 

5. Committee A also employs the fol­
lowing methods of teacher evalua­
tion : 
Mandatory: 
(a) peer evaluation 
(b) exit surveys 
(c) other (seep. 11) 
Optional: 
(d) peer evaluation 
(e) exit surveys 
(f) other 
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r---.. V. Responses ~ Faculty Input Solicitation. 

On Jan. 27, 1982 the following memo was sent by the_Committee .to all 

faculty: 

"This committee is undertaking an intensive review of SFE during its 
nine years of campus-wide use . It will employ a variety of fact­
finding tactics before arriving at recommendations. Its work will 
culminate in a Faculty Senate Position Paper. 

"Four colleges, Arts and Sciences, Engineering, Environmental Design, 
and Law, mandate SFE use in in t _he annual salary review and promotion 
process. This group easily constitutes a majority of the faculty. SFE 
systems are employed in Business Admini stration, Education, and Fine 
Arts, but administrative use of the results is not mandated, 

"The principal problems of SFE are derived from mandated use. 
Is SFE a valid and fair measure of teaching performance? There is 
great controversy in the professional literature on these points. Do 
serious abuses of the system exist on this campus? This memo seeks 
faculty input to help answer questions of this type and others. It 
is not a questionnaire.· Rather, we are seeking individual in depth 
analyses of the system based on the faculty's experience with it. The 
Committee welcomes ,vritten responses and requests for interviews by 
interested and/or concerned faculty. Confidentiality will be pre­
served if desired. Call any of us for informant ion. Direct written 
responses and requests for interviews . to the Chair. 11 

Eighteen varied responses wer e received, Three interviews were conduc­
ted. Most written responses wer~ in the form of letters or memos varying 
from one to four pages. Among other responses were a dissertation from th_e 

· college of Education on the effects of sex and of male dress attire on SFE 
results, a questionnaire form used in "The Prinicples of Economic Instruc­
tion" , and a detailed anslysis of a tenure review. case. 

Major points made in written responses are as follows: 

1. "Anything that can be done to improve the teaching process should be 
welcomed. I believe that student evaluations are a powerful weapon in 
this cause. Comments made about my own teaching have been fair and 
helpful." [This positive to SFE response did not address the question 
of administrative use.] 

2. " .. any court challenge would require that OU document the accuracy 
or predictive value of the instrument. I doubt that OU could do this if 
it tried ... " [This point was cited by three respondents.] 

3. 11 the ratings have a very deleterious effect on the perform-
-ance of too many of our colleagues. Realizing that a good student rat­
ing is necessary to 'get ahead' , these people prostitute themsleves 
into putting on a 'dog and pony' show and/or easing up on the rigor­
ousness of their requirements, • There is no doubt in my mind that a 
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great deal of the grade escalation we have peen experiencing is due to 
.the uses we make of student ratings." 

"Since administrators evaluate teaching based solely on -numbers, fac­
ulty members tend to look solely at the numbers and a dangerous cycle 
results. In our department, one's evaluations can vary greatly, de­
pending on the course taught as well as on the level of student. If 
the instructor tries to. be rigorous and firm, you arrive at lower eval­
uations than if you spend your time entertaini~g students." [The 
same point was made by several of the respondents.] 

4. "-In examining the scores and ·score distributions [ of SFE] in the 
1977 second semester course, I was surprised to find S's (the _worst 
score) on the main question "How do you rate this instructor among 
a·11 others, etc." on two questionnaire forms, and also 5' s on every 
other question relating to my teaching performance. Furthermore, these 
two students wrote vitriolic commentaries on my teaching on the back of 
the form. These two responses were so out of line with all the others, 
that I was prompted to try to find out who had executed them. Hand­
writing analysis proved to be unexpectedly easy. The students were 
two girls, one an A and the other a C student, both departmental maj ­
ors. They were partners in a lab attached to the course, and their 
collaboration on the instructional evaluation was made evident by the 
similarity of wording in the written commentaries. I recalled that I 
had earlier noticed strange behavior in their personal relations with 
me. It was now clear that they had been out to "torpedo" me from the 
beginning, taking advantage of the built in anonymi_ty," 

" ... students may use the evaluation 'to get' the professor. On at 
least one occasion a colleague of mine was told face.,-to-face by a stu­
dent that the student would do just that." 

"The protection afforded by the anonymity of SFE responses relieves 
the student of responsible judgment . It obliterates normal restraints 
in social relations, leading some students to attempt to destroy or 
create reputations of individual teachers with no requirement of sup­
porting evidence. These attempts may have political motivation. There 
is nothing whatever in the system that offers faculty protection 
against this type of abuse." 

5. " ... the evaluations are intrinsically worthless because of the 
questions asked. Questions involving whether the instructor was 
biased against someone in the class, or whether he or she 'related' 
well to student needs and i ·deas are ridiculous, An instructor's 
first obligation is to transmit information, ideas, and analytical 
skills, not to maintain a superficial harmonious relationship with 
students." 

6. "If the University administration wishes to equate pppularity with 
effectiveness, then it has the right tool for the job. However, in 
most cases there is little if any relationship between these two 
concepts." 
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"Most of the questions on the SFE encourage • . • inter-instructor 
compa risons without specifying t o _the student the bas is on whi ch 

_such comparisons are to be made . For example, question .#10 asks 
the student to rank the instructor 'compared to othe r university 
instructors I h ave had .' (i.e., pick the most popular teacher you have 
had a nd co:mpare t his one t o him or her), " 

7. " An administra tive use of evaluation forms • , . s hould not be man­
dated under any c ircumstances. Questionnaires should neither rank 
courses nor t eacher , but provide space for written comments .. , 
the only par t of the current questionnaire useful for teaching per7 
formance." 

"Evaluat i on questionnaires ask the s tudents to rank courses and teachers , 
a task for which not a l l of them are well equipped; frequent l y , a 
single dissatisfied student skews the statistical curve, thus making 
the result unrepresentative of even the limited number who answered 
the questionnaire ." 

8. "I do no t consider students competent to judge their mentors, An 
ex·perienced professional may utilize teaching techniques which, to the 
inexperienced student, may seem remo t e. The professional may have the 
stud~nts' best interests in mind in employing unpopular t eaching meth­
odology to elicit certain reactions or actions on the part of the young 
adult. Only maturity and experience later in life will make it pos­
sible for the student to rea li7e the purpose and-appreciate the end r e­
sult . Meantime, an ' immature stud ent evaluation may adversel y affect 
the professor's f uture if weight is given the students ' eval uation, 

"A classroom should not n ecessarily be a democra t ic forum for obvious 
scholastic reasons. " 

"Anyone who has used student evaluations over a period of years knows 
that in any given c l ass the evaluations range from excellent to poor 
and generally this is true no matter who the instructor may be, I n 
any large group some students are conscientious in fil ling out evalua­
tions, some are disgruntl ed because they are not doing well in the 
course and a l arger number coul d care l ess as they fill out their evalu-
ations in class ifter class during the course of a single week. 
Since administrators who read the evaluations do not know the ident ity 
of the student authors of the evaluations, every student' s vote counts 
the same." 

"No allowance can be made for different philosophical differences 
which exis t among professors as to what may be in the best interests 
of young people. . " 

9. " Since the idea of evaluation often tends to invite a studen t to 
~earch for "negatives", there is a tendency for some to r emember the 
one or two days when a new t eaching approach proved disastrous. There 
is, therefore , a subtle pressure to avoid experimentation on the part 
of the professor . " 
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10. "The fact that [SFE] is being used in Engineering School for salary 
evaluation is very suspect. My reflection on the students after teaching 
here for 1 1/2 years is that they have very poor mathematical back­
grounds and they want to think and be taught in simple terms ... they 
love concise examples. They are here to be "taught" as opposed to being 
at OU to "learn". About 30% of the students become frustrated during 
the semester because they are not being "taught". For some reason , they 
seem to be intimidated and they fail to take any corrective action so 
that they 'Start 'learning' . They are afraid to say anything in class, 
such as, after a point has been explained, 'I still don't understand', 
because they think that it could affect their grade if the professor 
thought they were dumb. On the ·other hand, this 30% then vents t heir 
spleen on the student-faculty evaluation. This is okay, since_ it is 
good they can let off steam somewhere. However, "on the other hand, 
i~n't it a shame that they go through the whole semester frustrated in­
stead of getting on top of the situation and turning it into a win­
ning, learning experience? 

"I think this evaluation should be used in: a more qualitative way. It 
is not as important that all the students love us all the time as we 
work hard and excell in areas where we are good. The present cour:se 
evaluation should · be us·ed as a I flag' to indicate where a problem area 
exists, but they should not be used as a quantitative measure of a fac­
ulty member's teaching ability. I feel that this present system puts 
too much pressure on the faculty to be popular and keeps a status-quo 
academic standard." 

11. ''I believe that SFE tells you how much the student liked the class -
a Nielsen rating - but not if the student was taught the right material 
at a level commensurate with his or her ability. The fe'edback should 
help you make the course more interesting but not necessarily a better 
learning or educational experience." 

12."When SFE is considered, two aspects of it need to be taken into ac­
count: the reason for which it is collected, and the uses to which it 
is put, 

"Purportedly, SFE is to improve teaching. This I find difficult to be­
lieve because I have been unable to elicit a definition of good, or 
effective teaching, As a result, the quality of teaching is in effect 
defined by the results of a poll by individuals who themselves do not 
know how to define good teaching . Unless, of course, one confuses 
'bedside manner' with the results of the treatment. Unquestionably, 
good bedside manner is an asset but not of primary importance, in my 
estimation. The reason for this view is that motivating students is 
not the primary function of the teacher. Pursuit of a college degree 
is not compulsory. It follows then that those seeking it are already 

~otivated. It follows that SFE as an instrume n t define s by its measure 
what it Ls ::;uppo.sed to mea::;urc. A::; such, it contrave"ncs the fundamental 

scientific as well as reasonable procedures. 

"The ' us.es to which SFE -is put constitutes a t -r,westy , for it allm:,s 
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those who use it, to a greater or lesser degree, shirk the_ir respon­
sibilities from securing valid data on which to base their recom­
mendations, be . they · for promotions~- raises, or other puq,oses .-

"Consequently, it has been my conviction ..• that the use of SFE 
for purposes other than information to the respective instructors has 
an adverse effect on the quality of education. To paraphrase H. L. 
Mencken, it may well be that the current use of SFE favors those who 
are profic ient in'. swathing the bitter facts of life in bandages 
of soft il1usion " 

13. ''A number of studies published in recent years investigate differences 
in student faculty ratings by sex. Huch of the literature indicates that 

··:~omen professors are given lower ratings as teachers than men especially 
in large lecture classes. There is also ev idence t hat information pre­
sented by women ·is less l ikely to be accepted at . face value than material 
presented by nen and that articles attributed to women tend to be devalued. 
A related body of literature shows that teacher effectiveness may vary by 
sex. Some of the more recent studies indicate that female students tend 
to rank female teachers equal to or higher than male teachers . Thus atten­
ti6n must be paid to the sex composition of the class as well as the sex 
of, the teacher." _____ _ 

VI. Review of Literature. 

The Committee has reviewed the extensive - literature on SFE, Many pro­
ponents of the system~ especially those who produce commercial rating forms, 
say that the literature rs overwhelmingly in favor of the system, but this is 
not the case. There is much controversy in the literature, and this has 
grown more vehement in recent years. The Committee reports here some excerpts 
from the literature which are especially pertinent to SFE problems at the 
University of Oklahoma. 

Paul Dressel's (11) chapter on faculty evaluation in general has numerous 
references to SFE, some of which are: 

" .. . the evaluation of all faculty activities is generally quite lim­
ited, sporadic, and inadequate. An adequate evaluation of teaching and 
student l earning , for example, would require a major effort with atten­
dant costs, so the relatively easy and inexpensive alternative of some 
form of student evaluation is adopted. Whether any actions are taken 
on the basis of these evaluations, a sop has been thrown to students; and 
both administrators and faculty can join in asserting that instruction 
is evauated at Euphoric State University." 

"These tasks [related to teaching] extend to selection of text, addit­
ional readiig, preparation of instructional materials, preparation of 
bibliography, preparation and grading of tests, interactions with other 
faculty members teaching the same course or with those in other depart­
~ents whose majors take the course. Like the tip of an iceberg, class­
room teaching is the most visible part of instruction, and concentra­
tion solely on that visible portion can result in tragedy , Yet, stu­
dent evaluation of classroom t eaching behavior (and a few closely related 
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factors, such as scholarship and accessibility) is the most prominent 
and most disc_ussed means of evaluating teaching. Ease of administra­
.tion to students in classes, the resulting quantity of data quickly 
processed by electronic equipment, and the pseudoobjectivity of re­
sponses, buttressed by much talk about the reliability and validity of 
the .results, yield a false sense that the evaluation is constructive and 
is contributing to progress." 

II we ,impose such limits on what students evaluate that the student 
sees each course and each instructor in isolation rather than as a part 
of a much broader and more significant cumulative educational exper­
ience. Generally, students are asked to evaiuate petty details which 
have little significance to them and often no significance to the in­
structor who might wish to use student reactions to improve teaching." 

" ... student evaluations do not provide an adequate appraisal of 
instruction for these reasons. 

111. The usual faculty and student conceptions of the nature, objectives, 
and obligations of teaching and learning are too restricted, being 
bound by traditions, limited experience, and bias. 

"2. Unless based upon objectives and teacher obligations beyond the 
traditional classroom, the impact of student evaluation is limited. 
It may indeed be more of a distraction than a benefit. 

I 

"3. Student e~aluation alone, whether by structured inventory or other 
means, is obviously not an adequate basi·s for judging total faculty 
effectiveness. It is eveninadequate for assessing teaching effectiveness . 
Hence, unless balanced by other evidence, student evaluation may be both 
inequitable and dangerous. 

"4. Published student evaluations are not useful to faculty members, 
are probably used by a minority of students, and may be grossly unfair 
to junior members of a faculty whose careers are still in a formative 
stage and who should be receiving concrete positive help in improving 
their teaching rather than published criticisms made by naive individ­
uals whose own conception' of teaching, formed as it has been by their 
limited college experience, is grossly inadequate." 

"Those who develop forms, collect data, write articles, and react al­
most vindictively when anyone reports research which suggests that stu­
dent ratings may not even be positively related to good teaching talk 
mainly to each other and have virtually no audience among or impact on 
the faculty." 

Evelyn Kossoff (12) questions quantification of the teacher evaluation 
process: 

"The roads to truth are many and varied; the path need not be pav~d with 
numbers and mathematical formulae. Why, then, do educational researchers 
insist on forcing qualititive traits into a quantitative role? Why 
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must questionnaires collect statistical rather than verbal data? Why 
construct a quantified profile of an instructor rather than a descrip­
tive profile? A rating scale assumes a continuum divisible into dis­
crete parts, but are all human qualities continuous or divisible? If 
a teacher collapses in front of a classroom, we could, I suppose, sur­
vey the five hundred students in the lecture hall to see if tttey believe 
he is 'thoioughly dead', 'moderately dead', a little bit dead', or 
'slightly alive', but ~11 we really need is the opinion of one doctor 
who can tell us whether to call for the ambulance or the mortician." 

Robert Powell (13) destroys the validity claim of SFE as follows: 

'' The truth is that 'research' never has supported claims that 
student ratings of faculty have any substantial validity, even when 
'validity' is given a much broader definition than usual. It ·is true 
tnat ·Professors Eble and Eagle and Epstein can reach dovm into the re­
search literature and lift out studies here and there to support their 
opinions, but they must be carefully selective in doing so. Not only 
must they ignore much of the research, but they must also depend on 
research studies of questionable design from the developers of rating 
scales, and others who had a vested interest in promoting rating scales, 

''At least six of the ten references Professor Eagle cites as proof that 
rating scales are valid can be recognized as coming from people who 
who have worked at places where rating scales or evaluation consulta­
tion services have become available for a fee. Professor Eagle would 
no doubt tend to look critically ar research produced by even the most 
ethical pharmaceutical house if it were contradicted by research done 
by disinterested outsiders. Yet in his article he ignores the outside 
research, cites the house research, and finds it 'curious' that Ms. 
Kiernan ignores it. 

"When Professors Ebel, Epstein and Eagle, for example, all assure us 
that research has shown that the grades students receive don't affect 
the ratings they give to teachers, they are continuing a commercialized 
myth that began many years ago. Their assertion is absurd on the face 
of it. Students, like any other humans, simply don't act that way, even 
though developers and merchandisers of rating forms h~ve long insisted 
that they do. 

''The problem with the misunderstanding of what research has really 
shown is that those useful collections of data, properly belonging 
under the title 'student opinion of teaching', wli.i.:ch good teachers and 
administrators have long balanced in one form or another against grad­
ing standards and course objectives, have been transformed into some­
thing called 'faculty rating scales'--competitive instruments used in 
scores of colleges to compare one teacher with another. 'Student opinion 
of teaching' results don't have to be particularly valid to be useful. 
'Faculty rating scales', on the other hand, are too often assumed to 
have a validity that they don't possess. Some colleges, therefore, make 
personnel decisions based in whole or part on average ratings issuing 
from .the computer, in the mistaken belief that the figures in . front of 
them are supported by the same type of reliability and validity research 
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that supports standardized reading tests. 

"It is not unusual to find that teachers have been rank-ordered through­
out a college on the basis of a single average rating statistic: or to 
find colleges selecting a single ratin& statistic, such as 5.50 on a 
6.00 point scale, as a target--those above it being designated ''out­
standing" teachers, even though reaching that level would in some de­
partments require giving grades well above the departmental average. 
Nor. is it unusual to find one college committee agonizing over the 
so-called ·grade explosion while another sets in motion a faculty rat­
ing system which penalizes those who have resisted the movement toward 
higher grades." 

Miriam Rodin (14) comments on the origin of SFE as practiced today in 
universities. 

1
·
1 
••• Faced with increased student activism, falling enrollment, and 

the dwindling of research support, the universities have focused in­
creasingly on their teaching mission, They want to encourage and reward 
good teaching: Accomplishing this requires , of course, knowing what 
good teaching is, 

"Defining ·too l teaching· was one of those problems too important to leave 
to the experts. The universities, resolved to act , did not want their 
resolution sicklied over , Academics would have complicate d the problem. 
They would have worried over issues like whether the nature of good 
teaching might vary with the aims of education or with the nature of the 
society; whether it might differ with the person o f the teacher, with the 
subject matter, with the student. They might have tr"ied to make ex­
plicit the different value assumptions which underlie v arious d e f i n ­
itions o f good teaching, and the i mplications of those de finitions . Fur­
thermore, after their interminable gnawing at it, they would not even 
have produced a definitive answer to the problem, Th e answer would have 
been hopelessly hedged with conditions and qualifications. It would not 
have been the kind of simple and straightforward answer that offers a 
firm and obvious basis for administrative action. 

11How then, to get out of the dilemma of finding out which faculty are 
good teachers in the absence of a clear answer to the question of what 
constitutes good teaching? The universities have found a surprisingly 
simple solution . . They now ask the student. The question which seems 
so opaque and complex to the teachers themselves is transparent to the 
students. At the end of every school term, all across the country , and 
without any diff iculty, students take five minutes out of the class hour 
and say, usually on IBM cards, how good at teaching the teacher was. An 
elegant solution, A quick and easy way to measure good teaching. And 
scientific as well, for the result is a number that indicates just how 
good or bad the teacher is .. , 11 

Betty Lou Rask in and Patricia Plante (15) develop the related ideas of 
SFE-affected faculty morale and lowering of teaching standards. 
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"Gregory, six-year-old Californian, came home from school r ecently with 
a larger than usual. sheet of paper .. taped to his Izod sweater. This 
mimeographed sheet was not the usual request for volunteers to accompany 
the children on their next field trip, but a bona fide student evaluation 
form which all first graders were asked to fill out and to return within 
a week. Mothers would have to help, for some of those students whose 
opinions were being sought could not read very well and others might have 
difficulty ihterpreting the scale used for the responses. 'Do you feel 
at ease with Ms. Y?' 'Does Ms. Y make you feel that she likes you? ' 
Ad absurdUm. An apocryphal story? Would that it were. ~ . 11 

"Cynics find it amusing that so much emotionalism can be generated by 
what they might term this 'nonissue', for they contend that though a vast 
number of colleges and universities insist upon the student evaluation 
of the faculty, very few take the r esults seriously when making decisions 
iegarding tenure, promotions, and salary increases, However, even if 
academicians have reached that level of dishonesty (a fact which would 
constitute an issue in itself), the question of faculty being evaluated 
by students remains central to the well being of academia for one very 
se.rious reason: such evaluations dictate behavior . . . " 

"To demand that faculty transcend the fears and pressures which student 
ratings place upon them, particularly in these days of budgetary con­
straints and retrenchment, is simply naive, The process should be recog­
nized for what it is: demeaning, arbitrary, and demoralizing. Admit­
tedly, universit'ies . do not exist for the purpose of maintaining the high 
morale of faculties; but when the morale sinks as a result to self-doubt 
and guilt, due to a system that requires heroic self-abnegation to es­
cape the lowering of standards, corruption has wormed its way into the 
enterprise. As a .consequen-::e, no benefits, real or imagined, accrued 
from student evaluations can possibly be given equal weight." 

In other publications, Milton (16) has discussed approaches to learning 
other than the classroom lecture method. Sheehan (17) has argued the validity 
question when SFE is used in personnel decisions. Stone, Rab inowitz, and 
Spool (18, 19) have investigated the effects of anonymity and retaliatory 
potential on SFE. In a controlled experiment Zelby (20) showed that student 
ratings could be manipulated by altering the degree of difficulty of the 
same course in successive offerings. Zelby (21) has also commented on the 
long term effect of course standards relaxation due to to SFE. Greenwood 
and Ramagli (10) discuss alternatives to student ratings of college teachers. 

VII. The Legal-Ethical Issue in Student-Faculty Evaluation. 

After receiv ing several faculty input responses suggesting "grave legal 
risk" to OU in SFE administrative use respecting faculty employment, the 
Committee sought a l egal advisor, and was able to obtain the services of OU 
Law P.rofessor Harry F. Tepker, an expert in constitutional l aw and employer­
employee relations. The Committee furnished him with copies of SFE forms · 
and policy statements used in various colleges, a bibliography of SFE,' copies 
of some individual publications on S'FE, and relevant responses from its 
faculty 'input file. He used these data in conjunction ,iith relevant legal 
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cases to arrive at an opinion received by the Committee March 1, 1982. He 
concluded that OU indeed faces substantial legal - risk in mandating SFE use 
in personnel decisions (See Appendix 2), 

All legal issues have an underlying ethical basis. In fact the ethical 
to legal transition occurs when damage to person or property becomes suf­
ficiently severe and uncontrollable without the protection of laws. Even 
if legal restraint were absent, unwritten ethical principles could still be 
invoked against mandated use of anonymous SFE scores in personnel decisions, 
The results cannot be validated, and students cannot be held accountable 
for their ratings. A false institutional accountability is gained while 
evaluator accountability is lost, 

VIII. fummary and Conclusions. 

Although the first formal campus action on the establishment of student 
faculty evaluation was taken in the 1972 Senate, it was motivated by a re­
quest by the Administration, whose probable concerns were accountability in 
higher education and student pressure. The Senate resolution adopted was 
a compromised instrument with serious weaknesses. While the emphasis was on 
the improvemnt of instruction (only the instructor receiving data), four out 
of seven colleges adopted it for mandatory u se in personnel decisions, and 
this became the dominating issue in the Committee's deliberations. 

A survey of nine1 state universities in Oklahoma and nearby states found 
half as many employing SFE for mandatory administrative use as for voluntary 
or no use at all. The same ratio was also found in a survey of nine state 
colleges and universities. Only OU among the u niversities does not presently 
hav~ the departmental option of developing its own evaluation , instrument, 
Only OU is now required to "evaluate" every course by what is shown in this 
report to be a seriously defective instrument. 

The Committee surveyed deans regarding college policy in the use of al­
ternative means of teacher evaluation than SFE. Several alternative means 
were mentioned in each case. A separate department/?chool survey regarding 
current practice was also made, which indicated that college policy was being 
followed in this respect only 6n an occasional optional basis, if at all. In 
practice SFE is mandated in 2/3 of the departments to the virtual exclusion 
of other methods. Whereas back-of-form comments were intended originally 
only for use of the instructor, 82% of departments reported use of these in 
addition to the numerical data in personnel decisions. Students now connnonly 
assume that these connnents will go to the Admiuistration and respond accord~ 
ingly . The main resolution purpose of instructional feedback is thus no 
longer being served. 

The Committee also solicited faculty input, not in questionnaire form, 
but as "in depth analysis of the system based on the facu lty member's exper­
ience with it". Ninety per cent of the memorandum and letter responses ad­
dressed the question of mandatory administrative use, and of these, a ll were 
in opposition to it. 

Several of the "faculty input" respondents indicated their belief that 
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mandatory administrative use of anonymous student ratings violated the in­
structors civil rights or that OU facedlegal risk in this practice. This 
prompted the Committee to seek a legal advisor on this question. It was 
fortunate to obtain the services of OU Law Professor Harry F . Tepker, an 
exp.ert in constitutional law and in employer-employee relations. He con­
cluded that OU did indeed face substantial legal risk mandating SFE in per­
sonnel decisions . 

Forty per cent of the · 11 faculty input'' respondents indicated that student 
responses were ·a measure of popularity rather than teaching performance. 
About the same percentage asserted that SFE "leads professors to prostitute 
themselves into putting on a dog-and-pony show an_d/or easing up on the 
rigorousness of their requirements to get ahead in the ratings 11

, or sim-
ilar words to the same effect. (The other sixty per cent did not comment 
on th~se particular issues.) 

The Committee also surveyed the SFE literature, finding great contro­
versy concerning its validity as a measure of teaching performance and on 
other issues. 

The Committee is strongly committed to the principle of teacher eval­
uation, but this is not being accomplished in the present system. What 
is now called student faculty evaluation should be referred to as "student 
reaction to teaching". The system is relatively inexpensive, easy to col­
lect, and can be useful for instructional feedback, but this exhausts its 
uncontested virtues. 

1 
It . is not based on objective standards of teaching 

performance. Used with anonymous collection of data for personne l decisions, 
it may violate unwritten ethical principles because the scores cannot be 
proved valid as a measure of teaching performance and the raters cannot be 
held accountable. The University could run into serious legal difficulties 
in trying to prove the validity of a faculty member's adverse SFE rating in 
a court contestedpersonnel decision case. The system contributes to a lower­
ing of course standards and to grade inflation. These are a few of the de.,­
ficiencies in OU's system. 

If most of these defects have been apparent to many for years, why is 
the system still in use? There are several reasons . A viable t eacher eval­
uation method with fewer defects would require more money and effort. Some 
faculty members may be satisfied with SFE because they obtain high scores, 
and are unwilling to look at the system on an objective basis. Cases of 
individual SFE abuses may be hard to document, and abused faculty members 
may fail to protest b~cause of the highly personal nature of evall1ation data~ 
Administrators need some method of evaluation for public accountability. 
SFE serves this need at present, despite the fact that it is not evaluation 
in the strict sense. 

The Committee will make recommendations regarding instructional im­
provement and teacher evaluation in a brief separate report . 

NOTE: Appendix 1 - specimen forms - (pp. 24-39) withdraw~ . 
AVAILABLE in Faculty Senate office, OMU 242. 
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Re: Use of Student Evaluations as Means of Making Personnel Decisions 

I 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum focuses on two legal problems respecting the use of anon­
ymous student evaluations of faculty as a basis for making decisions affect­
ing faculty employment. 

First, whether the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitu­
tion restricts the use of such evaluations, 

Second, whether federal and state anti-discrimination statutes limit use 
of such evaluations in personnel decisions. 

Although the University of Oklahoma has mandated a student evaluation 
system, there is wide diversity in how the data is actually obtained and used. 
Indeed, according to 1the "Policy Manual of the Regents of the University of 
Oklahoma" this system was designed primarily to allow "feedback11 to the pro­
fessor and only secondarily to allow "appropriate recognition to quality of 
instruction." 

Perhaps as a result of this indefinit~ mandate, the individual collegei 
charged with the responsibility of developing student evaluation systems have 
developed different questionnaires, different procedures for securing student 
responses, and different policies respecting application of the data to per­
sonnel decisions. 

As a result of this· diversity, I have tried to analyze the legal prob­
lems based upon the assumption· that OU has followed procedures similar to 
those described by Robert Powell in his article "Raculty Rating Scale Val­
idity: The Selling of a Myth": "It is not unusual to find that teachers have 
been rank- ordered throughout a college on the basis of a single average rat ­
ing statistic ... " 39 College English 616, 617-18 (1978). Also, colleges 
at OU have evidently been known to use this s,tatistic--the average rating 
based upon a "global question"--as a basis for calculating salary increases, 
recommending promotion or evaluating overall fitness as a member of the OU 

_faculty. 

At this point, it is perhaps appropriate for me to confess to bias: for 
five years I practiced law in Los Angeles representing management in employ­
ment discrimination litigation. During this time, I frequently had the task 
of trying to articulate and prove " legitimate, non-discriminatory expfana-

,,...--..,_ tions" for employer schemes to quantify the judgments of supervisors and ad­
ministrators in various job evaluation systems. Generally, lawyers for all 
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parties in these cases (not to mention judges) came to an obvious conclusion: 
the effort to establish apparently objective, quantified "ratingsll based on 
quintessentially subjective judgments usually had the flaw of creating a mech­
anistic , automatic method of making decisions that could be criticized--all 
too easily and persuasively--as arbitrary, ·casual, irrational and inex­
plicable . The ."statistics" became a camoflage for the underlying motives 
for whatever assessments led to the "ratings." The numbers did not aid 
understanding of a specific employee's real strengths and weaknesses. This 
tendency made the tasks of all counsel in an employment case more difficult: 
counsel f or the plaintiff alleging discrimination would have difficulty dem­
onstrating intentional discrimination, in t he absence of statistics demon­
strating that the overall system tended to generally reduce the employment 
prospects of minorities or females; counsel for management would hav~ dif­
ficu l t y explaining t hat the "numbers" really differentiated the better em­
ployees from the worse employees. In short, the "ratings" were no substitute 
for a ·detailed analysis and a witness capable of translating the number into 
a persuasive assessment of an employee. 

focus on the prob­
runs grave legal 
.since any court 

With this professional bias in mind, I have t ried to 
lems raised by a number of faculty to the effect that 110U 
risk by mandating use of [student faculty evaluation] 
challenge would require that OU document the accuracy or predictive ability 
of the [ evaluation sys·temJ. 11 

II 

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS 

1 . The maintenance of a mandatory system of soliciting student evalua­
tions of faculty (even on an anonymous basis) is not a per se violation of 
applicable constitutional and statutory law. Students have a constitutional 
right under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to comment on a teacher's 
academic performance. It is not illegal for a university to provide a mech­
anism or forum for the expression of student views. 

2. There is substantial legal risk if the student evaluations are used 
as a basis for making personnel decisions. The danger is t hat the data will 
be used in a casual, arbitrary or invalid way--even when the system is appar­
ently designed to provide for an objective, statistical quantification of 
the evaluation. The danger is most likely to be realized if OU encounters 
a suit involving allegations of employment discrimination, 

3. Statistical summaries of st~dent evaluations should not be the sole 
basis for assessments of teaching ability, and should not be relied upon as 
a primary or significant basis for personnel decisions. 

4. If student evaluations are to be considered as one ·factor in an as~ 
sessment of teaching ability, substantial scrutiny of the data should be 
under.taken to insure that there is subs t antial evidence of teaching deficien­
cies. This substantial evidence should include proof of demonstrated pat~ 
tern of student dissatisfaction corrobor~ted by evidence of the actual val-

,........._ idity of the student cr_iticisms. The anonymous criticisms themselves, even 
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if multiplied into a so-called pattern, cannot be "cross-examined" or cor­
roborated unless some responsible authority -investigates the alleged defic­
iencies. 

III 

CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEES OF RATIONAL AND FAIR DECISION­
MAKING PROCEDURES 

In one faculty member's criticism of student evaluat ions, it is asserted 
thet "The Fourteenth Amendment and its interpretations surely support the 
idea that [anonymous student evaluations] constitute deprivation of property 
without due process of law.'' Although this obser~ation identifies the rele­
vant constitutional considerations, I must respectfully disagree with the 
bold ~onclusions that the student evaluation system is unconstitutional per 
se when used as a basis for making personnel decisions, 

A. The First Amendment 

First, students possess an indisputable right to comment on a professor's 
performance in class. Any effort to prevent or punish such comment would 
violate the First Amentment principles applicable to all state agencies through 
the Fourteenth Amendment. By the same analysis, it is hardly constitutionally 
suspect for a university to maintain on-going procedures--in the nature of a 
forum--for expression and communication of student views. 

', 

The foregoing does not le.ad to the idea that the First Amendment man­
dates such a system; also, students are not entitled to some insurance that 
their views will be believed or used as a basis for personnel decisions. 
Nevertheless, the alleged unconstitutionality of student eva}uations must 
be based on a closer examination of the specific methods by which the eval­
uations are used as a basis for personnel decisions--recognizing the counter­
vailing constitutional solicitude for students' rights of free expression. 

B.- The Supreme Court's Narrow View of "Property" and "Due Process" 

A principal obstacle to any faculty member's challenges to a personnel 
decision that is alleged to have been tainted by anonymous student evalua­
tions will be recent Supreme Court decisions which have made it more difficult 
to invoke due process standards to regulate employment decisions by the state. 
The Fourteenth Amendment prohibits only deprivation of life, liberty or prop­
erty without due process of law. There is no "free-standing" guarantee of 
due process. 

For better or worse, the idea that a public job is "property" within 
the meaning of the Fourteenth Amendment was seriously injured by several re­
cent cases of the Supreme Court, In Board of Regents v. Roth, 408 U.S. 564 
(1972), Arnett v. Kennedy, 416 U.S . 134 (1974) and Bishop v. Wood, 426 U.S. 

( 

341 (1976), the Supreme Court rejected a popular argument advanced by many 
legal commentators that individuals had a constitutional right to per~onal 
security in certain of their relationships with gove rnment: in this rejected 
view, public sector jobs, licenses, housing, education and the like were "a 
new property," deprivation of which without due process would violate the 
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constitution. Compare Reich, "The New Peoperty,11 73 Yale L.J. 733 (1964) 
with Van Alstyne, Cracks in 'The New Property': Adjudicative Due Process in 
the Administrative State, 62 Cornell L . R. 445 (1977). 

This is no.t to · say that the Fourteenth Amendment is no longer relevant 
to this issue. On the cont.rary, if a government employee can point to a 
contract, statute or some other representation that supports the idea that 
the employee has an enforceable expectation in continuing employment, the 
employee may still be able to invoke constitutional protections. The due 
process standard is relevant to a faculty member's objections to a personnel 
decision by reason of the decision's _"questionable vali dity in light of the 
dubious or casual circumstances under which it was determined." Van Alstyne, 
supra at 448. Also, it remains"plausible to treat freedom from arbitrary ad­
judicative procedures as a substantive element of one's liberty" despite the 
Supreme Court's restriction of the constitutional guarantees of "property." 
Id. at 487 . 

. An aggrieved faculty member must not only conquer ·the Supreme Court I s 
narrow view of due process challenges to a state's personnel decisions; the 
would-be plaintiff must also demonstrate that use of student evaluations is 
a violation of constitutional protections against injury caused by "arbitrary 
adjudicative procedures." At this point, it seems only fair to suggest that 
most strangers to this problem might reasonably conclude that student eval­
uations are, at the very least, relevant evidence on the issue of teaching 
competence. This evidence may not be conclusive. It may not be persuasive, 
It is relevant. 

Obviously, if the faculty member could demonstrate bias or personal an­
imus motivating an adverse employment decision, the case for _the plaintiff 
would be greatly advanced. In the absence of such proof-- or proof of some 
other improper motive such as a desire to penalize the teacher for political 
views- -the difficulties in any effort to show the "arbitrariness" of student 
evaluations would be enormous (my bias notwithstanding). 

Nevertheless, even if the constitution provides a dubious basis for a 
challenge, the legal risks to OU are, in my judgment, substantial if the 
issue arose in the context of ·an employment discrimination suit. 

IV 

APPLICABLE STANDARDS FOR PERSONNEL POLICIES DERIVED FROM 
THE LAW OF EQUAL EMPLOYME~T OPPORTUNITY 

Since the enactment of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, fed-
_eral courts have issued a number of judgments that have had the effect of 
dramatically changing personnel practices in the United States. Although 
the statute was originally conceived as a prospective ban on intentional 
discrimination--bigotry and employment decisions motivated by prejudice-­
the statute's effects ha~e been more intrusive and sweeping -than the authors 
of Title VII intended. For instance, although there is little in the ·1eg-

,,.--... islative history to support the idea, Title VII has effectively prohibited 
most employers from requiring a high school diploma in any jobs , except 
where there is a demonstrated, well-proven necessity for such a requirement, 
(It is far more difficult to demonstrate the need for such a requirement 
than one might expect). 
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Similarly, the statute has also induced employers to take a close look 
at their policies with an eye toward improving the chances that the evalua­
tions and evidence maintained as a justification for personnel decisions will 
eventually prove persuasive in federal cou~t litigation. 

In my judgment, the University of Oklahoma should take a close look at 
the diverse ways in which the quantified statistical ratings based upon stu­
dent evaluations ·are obtained and used in order to minimize the risk that its 
judgments abou~ teaching competence will be ignored in a suit involving al­
legations of employment discrimination. 

A. Student Evaluations as "Legitimate, Non- Discriminatory Explanations" for 
Personnel Decisions. 

~he Supreme Court has recently rendered a decision which settles much 
controversy about the burdens of proof in cases in which an individual alleges 
intentional discrimination. First, the plaintiff must prove a prima facie 
case. To do this, the plaintiff must show: (i) that the plaintiff suffered 
from an adverse employment decision: (ii) the plaintiff is a member of a pro­
tected class (minority, female, etc.); and (iii) any other facts necessary 
to demonstrate that it is more likely than not that the chall enged decision 
was motivated by discrimi~ation, As usually applied, this judicial standard 
is rather easy for any plaintiff to satisfy. Second, after the plaintiff 
proves a prima facie case, the employer must come forward with admissible ev­
idence to explain the challenged employment decision. In the language of the 
Supreme Court, the edployer must "articulate a legitimate, non-discriminatory 
explanation for the employment decision." This standard is also relatively 
easy to satisfy. Only at this point is the legal battle really joined: the 
plaintiff has the ultimate burden of proof to show that the alleged "explan­
ations" of the employer are r eaJ ly a 11 pretext'' or "camouflage" for discrim­
inatory motives. Texas Department of Community Affairs v. Burdine,-~- U.S. 

---, 101 S. Ct, 1089 (1981). 

Burdine thus establishes the basic legal context for any situation in 
which the student evaluation data might be used by OU as a defense against 
allegations of employment discrimination. The legal danger can be easily 
summarized. The current procedures--evidently lacking general credibility 
among the faculty--could easily be attacked as "pr etextural" and "camou­
flage." 

To be sure, student evaluations would be relevant evidence. In Meehan 
v. New England School. of Law, 522 ~. Supp. 484 (D . Mass. 1981), the district_ 
court pointed to a "history of student complaints" as evidence of the fact 
that the school of law legitimately concluded that the plaintiff was an in­
effective teacher. In Hernandez-Cruz v. Fordham University_, 521 F. Supp. 
1059 (S.D.N.Y. 1981), faculty evaluations of the plaintiff were considered 
as the district court found t hat the plaintiff's allegations of employment 
discrimination were without merit. 

Still, there are two important factors to remember when consider:i,ng -ivhe~ 
ther the student evaluations~-as now obtained and used~-would help or hinder 
OU in i~s defense of a hypothetical employment discrimination suit. 
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First, the times have been changing. Federal courts have been reluctant 
to intrude into a universit_y's decisions about faculty because of a solici­
tude for academic freedom. See, e.g., Green v. Board of Regents, 474 F. 2d 
594 (5th Cir. 1973); Faro v. New York University, 502 F, 2d 1229 (2d Cir. 
197_4), in which the court stated: 

"Of all the fields which federal courts should 
hesitate to invade and take over, education and 
faculty appointments at a university level are 
probably the least suited for federal court supervision. 11 

502 F.2d at 1231-32. The federal court's growing willingness to look closely 
at a university's employment practices is exemplified in Sweeney v; B.oard of 
Trustees, 569 F.2d 169 (1st Cir. 1978), vacated and remanded, 439 U.S. 295 
(1978), on remand, 604 F.2d 106 (1979), cert. denied 444 U.S. 1045 (1980). 
In this case, the district court and the court of appeals twice reached con­
clusions that a female professor had be en victimized by discrimination, In 
Sweeney, the courts exhibited a willingness to give the school's explanations 
for adverse employment decisions a close scrutiny. This included a judicial 
examination of the differences of opinion among faculty members respecting 
a decision of tenure--and the proferred evidence allegedly supporting the 
critics of the plaintiff. ·see also: Kunda v. Muhlenberg College, 463 F , Supp. 
294 (E.D. Pa. 1978), aff'd 621 F.2d 532 (3dCir. 1980) (in which the court 
held that there was no real difference in the legal standards to be used when 
examining university personnel decisions as opposed to such decisions in in-
dustry). 1 

Second, reliance upon a statistical average of responses to a 11global 
question" could eventually conceal evidence of real teaching deficiency. The 
statistics would not constitute articulated reasons for dissatisfaction , 
Such statistics ·could not be cross-examined. The reality of such "ratings" 
could not be corroborated without some additional investigation. A low "rat­
ing" would not be self-explanatory, or self- evident indicia of a defect in 
teaching approach. 

Consider the probable response of a faculty member in a hypothetical 
employment discrimination case to the following questions at trial or in 
deposition: 

1. Do you believe that the "rating11 accurately reflects an individual's 
relative teaching competence compared to other faculty members? 

2. Do you believe that the data acquired from the student evaluations takes 
reasonable account of possible adverse student reaction due to the dif­
ficulty of the subject matter? 

3. Do you believe the data takes reasonable account of the possibility that 
some students will inevitably dislike the course because of the course 
·content--quite apart from the skill of the teacher? 

4. Do you believe that the data takes account of the possibility that the 
professor might be. rated poorly because of his use of some unpopular, 
yet effective teaching strategy? 
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take account of the fact that students 
professor in their evaluations on account 
National origin? 

6. Based upon the low "rating," why was X a poor teacher? What did X do 
to e_arn this low 11rating?" 

In my judgment, these would be difficult questions for the most sincere 
advocates of some student evaluation system. These-~and many other questions 
that could be asked by a skillful l awyer in deposition--could provoke admis­
sions of doubt and criticism of the student evaluations as a valid indicator 
of teaching competence. Such admissions would be of enormous aid to an at ­
torney tr.ying to prove that the university's reliance on this indicator of 
teaching compoetence was pretextual. The net effect might be that -the uni­
versity would have no persuasive evidence of a teacher·' s ineffect iveness in 
such litigation. As an attorney accustomed to preach caution and prudence 
to management clients, I would respectfully suggest that any strategy designed 
to evaluate teaching competence must supplement the student evaluations in the 
ways -suggested in the summary conclusions, supra. 

B. The End of Secrecy as a Prote_c tion for the Academic Freedom to be Sub­
jective . 

Once upon a time, schools and universities defended their asserted rights 
to academic freedom from employment discrimination suits by· resisting legal 
efforts to discover the basis for decisions on t enure, promotion, salary and 
the like. For a time, courts were deferential to this .asserted academic free­
dom from judicial scrutiny. 

More recently, academic decision-makers have been forced. to explain their 
decisions and to reveal the data upon which they relied. The policies of the 
federal courts allowing plaintiff's access to the information upon which the 
university relies for its decisions is expressed in Lynn v. Board of Regents 
of the University of California, 656 F.2d 1337 (9th Cir. 1981), a case in­
volving peer evaluations: 

"When det~rmining whether tenure review files, including peer 
evaluations, are privileged, courts have balanced the university's 
interest in confidentiality, i.e., in maintaining the effectiveness 
of its tenure review process , and the need which Title VII plaint­
iffs have for obtaining peer evaluations in their efforts to prove 
discriminatory conduct. Jepsen v. Florida Bd. of Regents, 610 F.2d 
1379, 1384-85 (5th Cir. 1980); Keyes. v. Lenoir Rhyne College, 552 
F.2d 579, 581 (4th Cir.), cert. denied 434 U.S. 904, 98 S. Ct . 300, 
54 L.Ed.2d 190 (1977). In making that determination it is necessary 
to consider the importance of enabling plaintiffs to prove that 
discriminatory conduct has occurred, the difficulty of obtaining 
direct proof of discriminatory motivation and the strong national 
policy against discrimination in educational employment. 

The Fourth Circuit has suggested, Keyes v. Lenoir Rhyne College, 
552 F.2d 579, and the Fifth Circuit has held, Jepsen v. Florida Bd. 
of Regents, 610 F.2d 1379, that when evaluations serve as the alleged 
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basis for the University's decision to deny tenure or promotion, 
the plaintiff's interest in proving his case outweighs the Uni­
versity's interest in protecting the confidentiality of a file 
and- that in such cases the evalua,tions must be provided to the 
plaintiff. In Keyes, the Fourth Circuit denied plaintiff's re­
quest· for all peer evaluations for the entire faculty of the 
College. The court noted, however, that "if the College had 
sought to justify any male-female disparity on the basis of 
these evaluations the plaintiff should have been granted the op­
portunity to use them" to prove her case. 552 F,2d at 581. The 
Fifth Circuit, in Jepsen, found the reasoning in Keyes to be 
"persuasive," and held that where "the university defends a 
claim of discrimination on the ground that promotional decisions 
were based solely on unbiased faculty evalu~tions which involved 
criteria unrelated to sex," a plaintiff is entitled to obtain 
the evaluations. 610 F.2d at 1384. 

The University claims that Lynn was denied tenure because of 
deficient scholarship, Since its view of Lynn's ability is based, 
in large part, on the content of the tenure review file, including 
peer evaluations, - the University is defending, in essence, on the 

. ground that its tenure decision with respect to Lynn was based 
on non-discriminatory peer evaluations. Under Jepsen and Keyes, 
disclosure of the evaluations would be required. We agree fully 
with the v~ews expressed by the Fourth and Fifth Circuits in 
that respect." · 

656 F.2d at 1347-48. In other words, in any employment discrimination suit, 
the plaintiff would be entitled to examine the data, the policies under which 
the data was obtained, and to cross-examine university witnesses about the 
reliability of the student evaluation system, The system for evaluating 
teaching competence would be visible to the court, "warts and all." 

V 

CONCLUSION 

In my judgment, the safest course is to limit use of student evaluations 
to a "feedback" function. If there is a need to use student evaluations as 
an indicator of teaching difficulties, the university should not rely upon 
generalized statistical data from the questionnaires, Instead, any personnel 
decisions based upon perceptions of· teaching deficiencies should be made only 
after extensive, reliable investigati~n of the alleged deficiencies, The 
evaluations should be consicered as student allegations of teaching defic­
iency, not as proof. 

Harry F. Tepker, Jr. 
Assistant Professor of Law 
University of Oklahoma 
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March 31, 1982 

Faculty Senate Position Paper~ Instructional I mprovement ana 
Teacher Evaluation at the University of Oklahoma 

Student faculty evaluation is employed as the almost ·exclusive 
means of teacher evaluation in four out of seven OU colleges, which 
constitutes a large majority of the faculty. There is no comprehen­
sive teacher evaluation program. The Committee finds SFE to be 
seriously defective as a .measure of teaching performance. The system 
measures at best "student reaction to teaching." There are adverse 
ethical and legal implications in the use of anonymous student ratings 
i n personnel decisions. · 

The present policy is supposedly derived from the 1972 Senate 
resolution on teacher evaluation: However, · the principal thrust of 
that resolution, instructional improvement, is not presen~ly being 
sirved by the system. 

· The documentary basis for these conclusions will be found in 
the Committee's resources report, dated March 31, 1982, and entitled 
"Student.Faculty Evaluation at the University of Oklahoma." 

In order to assure a valid program of instructional improvement 
and teacher evaluation at OU, decisive action is needed at th.is time. 
The Committee urges adoption of the following recommendations: 

1. That a formal instructional improvement and teacher evalu­
ation pro~ram be1established in each academic budget unit subject 
to the following conditions: 

a. Objective standards of teaching performance shall be 
stated independently of the weans to evaluate them. 

b . Academic units are urged to apply the principle of 
accountability to each component of the evaluation system . 
They are warned that components with anonymous inputs sub­
ject the University to substantial legal risk. 

c. Each component of the evaluation system shall mea­
sure in qualitative terms teaching performance against the 
objective standards stated in (a). There shall be a valida­
tion period to determine whether each component measures 

· what it is supposed to and to assure that.the measures are 
accorded appropriate weight in the overall teacher evaluation. 

d. In assessing teaching performance, the burden of 
proof shall rest with the Administration, i. e., Committee A, 
the Dean, and the Provost. 

e. At least one component of the system shall be employed 
in at least orie course during the academic year. Other com­
ponents, such as external peer review, may be employed less 
frequently. 

f. The creation and the implementation of the program 
shall involve the entire faculty of the academic unit and not 
merely Committee A. 

2. That anonymous mid-term student input instruments be employed 
in each course for the purpose of instructional improvement, with 
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responses returned to .the . instructor only. 

,,......___ 3. That the Vice Provost's Office of Instructional Services, 
which upon request provides individual faculty assistance for 
instructional improvement, be strengthened and its services 
expanded. · 

4. That administration of instructional improvement and teacher 
evaluation programs be at the departmental level, with published 
plans therefor subject to approval of the Dean and the Provost. 
These plans . and their execution shall be periodically reviewed by 
a Faculty Senate oversight committee. 

5. Upon approval of the above recommendations by the President, 
the instructional improvement and teacher evaluation program shall 
replace the existing college-administered student faculty evalu­
atio~ program. Appropriate changes shall be made in the Regents 
Policy Manual and th~ Fa~ulty Handbook. 

6. That a Senate ad hoc coro.mittee on student faculty 
evaluation be continued through the 1982-83 academic year with a 
name change to the Committee on Instructional Improvement and 
Teacher Evaluation. The committee function during the extended 
term shall be to ad~ise and assist departments/schools in imple­
mentation of the new program. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Marvin Baker 
ALan ·covich 
H. Wayland Cummings 
Maggie Hayes 
Dan Kiacz 
George W. Murphyi Chair 
Tillman J. Ragan 
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MINORITY REPORT: Faculty Senate ad hoc Committee report May 3 , 1982 
on student evaluations of fa c ulty. 

Having examined carefully all the documentation gathered by the 
committee and having done further research in the area, I find I can­
not accept certain key premises and recommendations of the report. 
I thus submit this minority report, in opposition to those findings. 

It seems that the key questions are a) the reliability or valid­
ity of student evaluations of f<'.lculty, and b) their suitability or 
appropriateness as an important component in the evaluation of faculty 
teaching performance, as part of departmental, college , and university 
decisions on salary, promotion, and tenure. In the paragraphs which 
follow ; I shall try to address both questions. · 

With reqard to the first question, it must be recognLzed that 
the ext~nsive research on the matter of reliability of such evalua-
tions shows mixed results. It is a complex matter and a difficult , 
one to measure. However, the largest body of evidence, contrary to 
the position asserted in the majority report, suggests that student 
evaluations do work quite well. Wilbert J. McKeachie 1 s ''Student Rat­
ings of Faculty: A Reprise," AAUP Bulletin, Academe, 65:6 (Oct. 1979 ) 
provides an exhaustive summary of research in the area. 

Among McKeachie 1 s key conclusions is that "teache rs rated as 
effective by students are generally those teachers whose students 
achieve the most" (p. 385). Also highly relevant with regard t o 
our present Arts and Sciences short-form instrument is his finding 
that "global ratings of value of the course to the student tended 
to have higher validities than items assessing specific aspects of 
teaching" (p. 386). McKeachie also reports findings that "alumni 
ratings of faculty correlate highly with these of cur.rent students" 
(p. 387). Like the articles summarized by Aleamoni (see below), 
the research examined by McKeachie indicates that such fac tors as 
size of class, sex of student or instructor, type of class, style 
of teaching, etc., which might be expected to have a negative effect 
on validity, have very little such effect. 

McKeachie concludes "Student ratings are highly valid as indices 
of achievement of attitudinal and motivational goals of education. 
They are reasonably valid as indices of achievement of cognitive 
goals." (p . 390) . 

Another major research summary is a boo'.~- length study edited by 
Jason Millman, Handbook of Teacher Evaluat ion, National Council on 
Measurement in Education, Sage Publications, 1981. Lawrence Aleamoni ' s 
."Student Ratings of Instruction'' (pp. 110 - 46) provides an exhaustive 
survey of current and past research in this area. His summary conclu­
sion is that "Well-developed instruments and procedures for their admin­
istration can yield high internal consistency reliabilities." He reports 
also that "14 studies in which student ratings were compared to (~) col­
league ratings, (2) expert judge s 1 ratings, (3) graduating s~niors 1 and 
alumni ratings, and (4) student learning measures all indicated the exis­
tence of moderate to high positive correlations, which can be considered 
as providing additional evidence of validity." (p. 113) 

Aleamoni also debunks the notion that extraneous factors such as 
the dress of the instructor, size of the ciass, composition of the class, 
its relation to the rest of the student 1 s course of study, etc., have · 
so strong an effect as to invalidate the results, citing extensive 
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research which shows it simply is not the the case (pp. 111- 14) . 
...--.__ Of particular interest is Aleamoni's response to the assertion that 

student ratings are "nothing more than a popularity contest." He 
presents research that indicates that students are discriminating 
judges, who may well praise instructors for having a warm, friendly, 
or humorous manner, while frankly criticizing them for such things 
as poor organization and rating them low on "global" questions 
(p. 1 12) .. 

As McKeachie says,"It is hard to conceive of anyone more expert 
than s t udents themselves with respect to the degree to which the tea­
cher has stimulated intellectual curiosity and interest in the subject 
matter field--an important educational goal." (395) And the overwhelm­
ing weight of the research evidence suggests that a well-constructed 
and administered instrument for student evaluation of faculty can be 
an appropriate and effective means of improving· instructors' effective­
ness as· teachers and an appropriate component in the judging of that 
effectiveness. All the research articles caution that the evaluations 
must be used reasonably and carefully, preferably in conjunction with 
other measures of teaching quality. But the research does not suggest 
that student evaluations of faculty are unsuitabl e for the purposes 
for which they are now being used in this University. 

With regard to the O.U. faculty response reported on pp. 13-17 
of the majority repor~ , it must be noted that the sample was ridicu­
lously small-- less than 3% of the University faculty. Surely of grea­
ter significance is ' the April 1981 report of over 100 faculty responses 
in which 64.9 % of those responding felt that data from student evalua­
tions were being used appropriately. 

The summary and conclusions s ection of the major.ity report (pp.22 - 3) 
relies heavily on that absurdly small sample of faculty opinion and is 
riddled with unsupported assertions and pure speculation. And a care­
ful reading of Professor Tepker ' s report on this legal questions reveals 
not only a strong bias against use of student evaluations but also the 
implication that, if used carefully and in conjunction with other mea­
sures of teaching effectiveness, student evaluations can be appropriate. 

Moreover, the majority · report argues that, besides legal issues, an 
"unwritten ethical" principle should be invoked against "mandated use 
of anonymous SFE scores in personnel decisions" since '' the results can­
not be validated, and students cannot be held accountable for their rat­
ings" (p. 22). The same argument could be brought against the anony­
mously referred journals and scholarly bqoks . These anonymous decisions 
result in an important component of the evaluation of research for per­
sonnel decisions. Most agre~ that publication record is an important 
component to faculty evaluation even though readers are often not 
"accountable." The fact is, student evaluation, like peer evaluation, 
is based on assumed fairness and good will, and the same kind of consis­
tency of evaluation which gives our best anonymously reviewed publishers 
their just reputations has also been shown to occur in anonymous student 
evaluations . While students may not be in a position to evaluate t he 

r-- content of courses- -that, after all, is a function of peer review--the 
evidence shows they are in a position--the best position--to evaluate 
the effective ness of courses. 

Finally, if evaluation of teaching is ·to be an important component 
in decisions on merit raises , tenure, and promotions--and it is to be 
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'hoped that it will, since to do otherwise would be seriously to under­
value that crucial~ central aspect of the professorial function--then 
student evaluation of faculty should be an important component in the 
assessment of faculty achievement in teaching. To abolish such use 

. of the evaluations would be to take an important step backward, to the 
days when corridor gossip and intuitive hunches provided the basis for 
evaluation of teaching performance. The evaluation forms should be 
continually monitored, and every effort should be extended to see that 
they are improved and that they are used fairly, honestly, and in con­
junction with other measures of teaching effectiveness, which can pro­
vide a check on their validity. 

It is thus the recommendation of this minority report that the 
Senate reject the majority report recommend.ation No. 2 (p. 2) and that 
the following language be substituted at that point: "That carefully-

· designed instruments for student evaluation of faculty be employed in 
each coµrse for the purpose of instructional improvement and as a com­
ponent in the evaluation of faculty teaching, for use in decisions 
regarding salary, tenure, and promotion." 

This.report also recommends the deletion of the last sentence in 
majority report recommendation No. lb, p. 1. 

Every effort should be made to see that student evaluations, 
like other measures of achievement in teaching, as in research, are 
used fairly, carefully, and objectively; this matter is obviously 
very important in the careers of faculty members and for the quality 
of the university, and, as in all such evaluations--whether of research 
or teaching--the possibility of abuse or misuse does exist. But if 
appropriate procedures and safeguards are followed, student evaluation 
of faculty is a legitimate and useful practice, which can help encour­
age and reward excellence in teaching at the university. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David Gross {English) 
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May 7, l982 
Response to the Minority Report: Faculty Senate ad hoc Committee 
Report on Student Evaluation of Faculty. 

I welcome the minority report bf Professor Gross in defense of 
student faculty evaluations, because it helps to sharpen the issues 
for Senate deliberations. That repor~ is organized primarily as a 
rebuttal of portions of the majority report. I would like to point 
out that he had a month to write it but has given the majority 
report subcommittee only a weekend at the most hectic time of the 
year in which to respond to his report. The subcommittee has not 
had time to meet for this purpose, so I am framing my own response, 
which I believe will be generally consistent with the opinions of 
the ofher committee members. I think it important that this be 
done in writing for the record and to avoid the loading of too much 

. detail into oral arguments on the Senate floor. · 

There are essentially four issues raised .i'n the minority report 
(1) Research and (2) Faculty Opinion Support of the Quality of Student 
Ratings of Faculty, (3) The Legal Issue,and (4) The Ethical Issue. 

1. Research on the Quality of Student Ratings of faculty. Most 
of the s~ace in the minority report is devoted to this item. Profes­
sor Gross makes extensive . reference to papers by W. J. McKeachie and 
L. Aleamorii, who are .strong proponents of SFE. His assertion that the 
largest body of evidence that student evaluations "do work quite well" 
are apparently based on the conclusions o f these authors. With respect 
~o the validity que~tion

1
this view is disputed _by Robert Powell (1), 

who has also counted and assessed the quality of research papers. 
Appropriate citations from this study are found in the majority report, 
page 19. It is interesting t6 note that both McKeachie and Aleamoni 
fall into Powell's category of "people who have worked at place s where 
rating scales or evaluation consultation service have become available 
for a fee." 

As recently as last week Miriam Rodin, an independent profes­
sor of psychology who has performed research and published during 
the past decade in the field of student-faculty evaluation, wrote: 

"Student evaluation scores are actually measures of unknown 
validity. The question of what they measure is still a matter 
of active research interest. Every month prestigious journals 
publish research on extraneous factors that influence student 
evaluation.I' . . . "The policy of trying to obtain a fine 
measure of the teaching performance of every faculty member and 
relying on student evaluations to provide this measure has had 
negative consequences. Student.evaluations are 'weak' measures 
in the sense that they are affected by a number of factors other 
than the quality of teaching." 

Student faculty evaluations can survive only if their validity 
can be· proved beyond a reasonable doubt. McKeachie, Aleamoni, and 
others like them have tried to get around this impossible task by 
shouting down SFE critics, but the controversy is now louder than 
ever. 

2. Faculty Opinion on Student Ratings of Faculty . . Professor 
Gross tries improperly to compare our faculty input survey designed 
to solicit in- depth analyses of the system (clearly labeled as not 
a questionnaire) with the 1981 Arts and Sciences SFE questionnaiie_ 
In the latter case,one has only to check his choice of printed 
responses among a few questions and drop it into the faculty mail , 
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there~y insuring ieturns by a fair ~ercentage of the "faculty. A 
large number of responses reflect the . faculty member's perception 
of how he has been treated by the students, not an analysis of the 
system's . merits. 

Responses to the Committee's invitation presuppose that the 
faculty membe~ has thought the system through and has arrived at a 
logically supported opinion; and that he is then willing to take 
the trouble to write it all out and communicate it to t he Committee. 
SFE supporters had their chance to respond . but did not do so. We 
were successful in our principal aim of identi f ying serious· faculty 
concerns. A meaningful questionnaire could come later after Senate 
reports and debate had run their course and the faculty as a whole 
was better informed, but the semester ended before this could be 
accomplished. 

The committee majority 's conclusions were influenced not only 
by these faculty responses but also by extensive literature support, 
by the legal opinion and by i~s own log ical analysis of the system. 
It is Professor Gross who relies ~ on unsupported assertions and pure 
speculation. 

I now turn att~ntion to the 198 1 Arts and .. Sciences SFE question­
naire cited by Professor Gross. About half the faculty responding 
felt that SFE should be used in a diagnostic context only. ThJ_rty­
five per cent t hought that t he data were be i ng inappropriately used. 
In view of the fact that a large percen tage of the faculty has a 
vested interest in the SFE s ystem because of high scores, these 
results show an alarmj~gly low level of SFE acceptability in the 
College~ The results ~ere so disturbing that the Dean made a formal 
promise to the faculty to establish an investigatory committee, a 
promise which he has thus far failed to keep. 

3. The Legal Issue. Professor Gross states "a careful study of 
Professor Tepker's report ~n the legal question reveals not only a 
strong bias against use of student evaluations but also the implica­
tion tha~ if used carefully and in conjunction with other roeasures of 
teaching effectiveness, student evaluations cari be appropriate." 

What is taken as an · anti-SFE bias is actually a confessed pro­
management bias resulting naturally from his five-year management 
advocacy in employment discrimination litigation, an experience which 
makes him uniquely well qualified to render a l egal opinion on the use 
of student evaluations as a means of mak ing personnel decisions. Pro­
management bias here becomes pro-administration bias, and SFE is an 
instrument of the Administration. Consequently, Professor Tepker's 
concern would be to see whether SFE was well enough grounded in legal 
safeguards to protect the Administration. · 

·r--. 
✓ What actually comes out of his analysis is in my opinion conclu-

sions that are bias-free in e ither direction. Certainly he has no rea­
son to be biased against SFE .on personal grounds. Last fall,was his 
first teaching assignment, and there hasn' t been time to develop that 
kind -of bias. 
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Professor Tepker's analysis shows that ' anonymous student eval­
uations cannot stand alone in a legal sense; such a conclusion does 
not apply to, e.g., peer evaluations, which are considered legally 
substantive. · Consequently, whether student evaluations are appro­
priate cannot be decided legally, since some other evaluative method 
must be used to satisfy legal criteria. 

4. The Ethical Issue. Professor Gross knows very well that the 
ethical suitability of totally anonymous SFE results in personnel deci­
sions cannot be compared fairly with the semi-anonymous system of 
refereeing journals and scholarly books. In · the latter case,the 
reviewer is a carefully selected peer known to the editor but not to 
the author. Authors may occasionally be abused by the system, but 

·. they can argue with the referee through the editor and can also 
submit ·their work to other journals or publ ishing houses with diffe rent 
referees. In the very unlikely instance of a court challenge, the 
referee's semi-anonymity could doubtless be removed by the court. 

A similar system of student evaluation could be considered by 
departments, with Committee A assuming the "brok er" role. 

Despite the Committee's negative stance on SFE as practi·ced a t 
OU and numerous other universities, it is not recommending a blanket 
abolition of student participation in the instructional improvement 
and evaluation proc~sses. Instructional improvement is built into the 
Committee's recommendations. The question of whether and what form of 
student participation in faculty . evaluation is left to the department . 
In the past,mixing the instructional improvement and evaluation func­
tions in the same instrument has proved to be unworkable. In future 
departmental systems~they must be kept separate . 

To single out SFE as a necessary component of the evaluation 
system as Professor Gross recommends would be to repeat the same 
tragic mistake made in the 1972 Senate resolution.. SFE would again 
become the only evaluation method and we would be right back where 
we started. 

The balanced set of recommendations made in Committee's position 
paper should be

0

passed by the Senate unchanged. 

Respectfully submitted, 

George W. Murphy; Committee Chair 
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