STEPHEN F. AUSTIN STATE UNIVERSITY
Faculty Senate
Meeting No. 153
May 9, 1984

Chairman Young called the meeting to order at 2:20 p.m.

Announcements:

A. Senator Arscott was recognized as the recently named Regents Professor for
Teaching, 1984-85, and was congratulated by the Senate for that honor.

B. Senators were reminded of the Spring Commencement scheduled for Saturday,
May 12, at 10:00 a.m. with United States Senator John Tower as speaker.

Approval of Minutes:

Minutes of Meeting No. 152 were approved as distributed.

Officer Reports:

Chairman's Report:

The Deans Council has referred to committee the Senate recommendation concerning
competency testing in English and Math. The Senate recommendation regarding WH
policy changes has been returned to the 1984-85 Faculty Senate for further study.

Secretary's Report:

Senator Rayborn announced the results of recent Senate elections. Newly elected
Senators are:

Paul Kellerhals - Applied Arts and Sciences/Military Science
Joe Ballenger - Business/Marketing

Sharron Graves - Business/Accounting

Barbara Carr - Liberal Arts/English

Ray Eastman - Liberal Arts/Psychology

E.D. McCune - Sciences and Mathematics/Mathematics

Homer Russell - Sciences and Mathematics/Biology

Treasurer's Report:

Balance for O & M and Travel (5-9-84) $1,786.96
Student Wage - 105.85

New Business:

A. Academic Affairs - Minimum Standards for the Conduct of Classes, Senator
Price reporting.

Pursuant to a request from the University Administration, the committee
studied the possibility of identifying and the feasibility of establishing
a set of uniform minimum standards for the conduct of academic courses.
The following recommendations were made:
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1. That the following be included within Section III of the Faculty
Handbook:

a. Classes should be instructed so that the course content as described
in the General Bulletin is reflected in the actual course materials.

b. Course evaluation procedures should reflect the degree to which
stated course objectives are met.

c. Faculty should keep students informed of their personal progress in
a course with a reasonable schedule of examinations, graded homework,
or scheduled conferences.

2. That the appropriate level for a detailed set of standards for conduct
of courses is at the departmental level.

Motion to accept the report was made by Senator Price, seconded by Senator
Payette, and passed with no opposition.

Professional Welfare I = Expectations of Part-time Faculty, Senator Stephens
reporting.

See attachment A for a copy of the report.

Motion to accept the report was made by Senator Stephens, seconded by Senator
Reeves, and passed with no opposition.

Professional Welfare II - Instrument for Student Evaluation of Teaching,
Senator Whillock reporting.

See attachment B for a copy of thé report.

Senator Hallman moved to accept the report and Senator Clipson seconded the
motion.

An amendment to the motion was made by Senator-Spéer to recommend that the
university standing committee be appropriated an adequate budget and clerical

assistance to implement the evaluation process. The motion to amend was

seconded by Senator Mace and passed with no opposition.
The motion as amended was. then passed by a vote of 21-2.

Unscheduled Items:

1. Concern was expressed for special faculty (some grant recipients and
part-time) who can not take advantage of benefits such as insurance
during the summer months. An investigation into these situations was
encouraged.

2. Chairman Young recognized and thanked 1983-84 Senate officers, Committee
Chairs and committee members for their support and cooperation. Special
recognition was given to Senators Crocker, Moore, Nall, Saunders, Szafran,
and Whillock whose terms are expiring. Linda Waddell, Executive Secretary,
was acknowledged for her contributions to the Senate.
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3., Senator Nall moved, with a second by Senator Mace, that thanks be ex-
pressed to Chairman Young for his leadership during the 1983-84 year.
The motion was unanimously applauded.

4. President Johnson expressed his appreciation for the work of the Senate
during the year.

6. The meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.

Absences

Senator Saunders

Kay Rayborn
SECRETARY, 1983-84, SENATE




Attachment A

PROFESSIONAL WELFARE COMMITTEE I REPORT

Each department should establish criteria for the selection of part-time
faculty.

Part-time faculty should be defined as (a) part-time permanent faculty and
(b) part-time temporary faculty.

(a) Part-time permanent faculty are regular faculty who are appointed to teach
part-time. These part-time faculty members may retain their professorial
rank and shall have the responsibilities and privileges of other faculty
members.

(b) Part-time temporary faculty are "call" Faculty (lecturers) who may teach
not more than 4 courses of 3 hours each in one term and 2 courses of 3
hours in the other term of any academic year.

Prior of the beginning of each semester, department chairs should provide “call"
faculty with as much realistic information as possible regarding maximum class
load and minimum class load.

RIGHTS

(a) Part-time faculty should be granted all the rights and services of full-time
faculty with the exception of tenure or any other area where there is con-
tractual or legal restriction.

(b) Part-time faculty should be made to feel that they are important to the
department.

RESPONSIBILITIES

(a) Part-time faculty should bear full responsibility for the courses they teach
providing they assure the accomplishment of course objectives, keep students
reasonably satisfied, and observe department and University policies re-
garding the instructional program.

(b) Part-time faculty should maintain an office-hour schedule commensurate with
percentage of assignment.

(c) Part-time faculty should not be required, but may do so if desired, advise
or do other duties expected of full-time faculty. However, in a timely
fashion, part-time "call" faculty are expected to complete those duties
and obligations associated with instruction and reports on students.

(d) Part-time "call" faculty should not be required, but may do so if desired,
serve on departmental committees as assigned by the chair of the department.

PAY TNCREASES FOR PART-TIME FACULTY

There should be some consideration given to provisions for pay increases for
part-time faculty.



Attac hrvent S

TO: Faculty Senate DATE: May 9, 1984
FROM: Professional Welfare Committee II: David Whillock, Chair

Hebe Mace

John Moore

Tom Nall

Bruce Payette

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING

As we reported on March 21, the problems pointed out in the litera-
ture on student evaluation of teaching find striking parallels on our campus.
The study by the 1982-83 Professional Welfare Committee II highlighted the.
difficulties encouﬁtered-because of the lack of standardized forms, effi-
cient procedures, or clearly stated policies. Our December 1983 question-
naire pinpointed the last as the major problem at SFASU: our faculty's
greatest concern is not with student evaluation per se but with the ambiguity
or absence of administrative policies about the use of evaluation results in
merit, promotion, and tenure decisions.

We conclude that there are three possible courses of action:

(1) we can continue our present practices without change; (2) we can elimi-
nate all student evaluations of teaching effectiveness; or (3) we can
institute a standardized evaluation format and methoﬂology. The first
alternative seems clearly to causé more damage than benefit; the second does
not seem realistically practicable, given that the impetus toward documenta-
tion in support of requests for merit, promotion, and tenure will likely
continue.

We therefore recommend that a standardized, university-wide form
and procedure for the student evaluation of teaching effectiveness be
instituted and that its use be mandatory for all faculty, Specific recom-

mendations for evaluation policies, procedures, and format design follow.



Evaluation Policies

(1) We recommend that the administration issue a written state-
ment to all faculty specifying the policies on which student evaluations
are based and the purposes for which they are to be used.

(2) We recommend that the administration's statement be founded
on the general policy that the primary purposes of student evaluation of
teaching are first to encourage faculty development, and second to assist
administrators in making decision about a faculty member's professional
status, in that ordgr of priority.

(3). We further recommend that ?he administrative policy include
the following specific'stagements:

(a) Results of student evaluations will be interpreted as
applying only to the individual faculty member under review, and
" such results will be considered as valid only in the context of

.data accumulate@ over a reasonable period of time. We suggest

that a "reasonable period of time" be defined as a minimum of

two semesters.

(b) No procédure will be instituted which attempts to compare

faculty members by rank according to evaluation scores within a

single departmeﬁt of school. Since professional development and

administrative judgments abou; a faculty member's status are
necessarily applicable only'to individuals, such compdarisons
would be counter-productive.

(c) A clearlyldefined and specified weight will be assigned
to student evaluations, relative to other documentation in support
of teaching, service, and research, in making decisions about

. faculty status.



(4) We request that Mr. Provan submit a written brief to the
Faculty Senate and to the administration containing his interpretation of the
rulings by the Attorney General's office concerning the Texas Open Records
Act as well as a summary of court decisions relevant to all other legal
questions surrounding the use of studént evaluations for administrative
actions and policies regarding faculty personnel status.

Assuming that Mr. Provan confirms our interpretation of the
various rulings relating to the exclusion of student rating data from the
Texas Open Records Act, we recommend that the administrative policy include
a statement that student ratings of faculfy will be regarded as private per-

sonnel documents.

Evaluation Procedures

(1) We recommend that a university standing committee be estab-
lished wﬁose responsibilities will be to decide upon specific details for
the administration of student evaluation procedures, to design and monitor
ongoing statistical and other analyses of the ﬁalidity of resulting data, to
take actions to solve any prdblems or complaints that may arise, and to
function as liaison between the administration, the faculty, and the Student
Government Association. |

(2) We recommend thaf the first duty of this committee be to meet
with representatives of the administration in order to draft mutually satis-
factory statements of the policies and purposes which underlie the student
evaluation process.

(3) We further recommend that the procedural details devised by
the committee include the following:

(a) Specific procedures, consistent with those implemented

by the President and the Vice President of Academic Affairs, to



be followed by all deans and department heads in dssessing student
evaluations of teaching.

(b) Guarantees that each faculty member will receive a copy
~of his evaluation scores, along with sufficient explanation of
statistical analyses, and éhat appropriate care will be taken to

safeguard the privacy of each individual's ratings data.

Format Design

(1) We recommend that the evaluation instrument (see attached
sample) be designed in four major sectionms:

(a) Section l: in addition to information about course,
instruction, and semester/year, the first part of the form
requests data concerning student classification, sex, age, GPA,
expected grade, class size, and class type. These data identify
the major variables which affect student ratings of faculty.
Their purpose, therefore, is to serve not only as a guide in the
assessment of completed forms but also as a foundation for subse-
quent validity studies conducted by the Evaluation Committee in
order to determine, and make'any.necessary adjustments for, the
specific effects of these variables on student ratings results.

(b) Section 2: the second part of the form contains ten
items with a six-point rating scale ranging from "very strongly
agree" to "very strongly disagree." The six-point scale permits
the student a reasonéble range of choices without establishing a
neutral point.

The ten items, désigned to identify those characteristics

of teaching that are general across the university, are divided
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into three topics. Questions 1 through 5 address tLe clarity of
presentation; questions 6 and 7 deal with the instructor's conduct
toward students; questions 8 through 10 concern grading and testing
procedures. The first item under each topic is a general statement;
those that follow are more épecific. A higher inference can there-
fore be drawn from the first item in each set.

(c) Section 3: the third part of the form contains space for

5 items which may be added by the school, department, or individual

to conform to particular characteristics and needs. The same six-

point rating scale applies to these added items.
(d) Section 4: the last part of the form contains two broadly
phrased questions which ask for the student's written response,

The questions serve merely to give the student a point of departure

for additional commentary.

(2) We recommend that the questionnaire be used during the last
week of the semester before final exams,.that it be distributed and collected
by someone other than the instructor (who should leave the room while students
complete the form), and that the completed forms be sealed in an envelope and
delivered to the department chairman.

(3) Given the untested nature of the questionnaire, we strongly
recommend that results not be used for personnel decisions until reliability
and'validity studies are completed. The first semester's use, at the very

least, should be a trial run with studies to follow.



PROPOSED FORM
STUDENT EVALUATION OF CLASSROOM TEACHING

May 9, 1984 .
Course Instructor Semester/Year
Classification Sex Age
GPA at SFA Expected grade in this class

Class size (circle ome): 1-10 11-20  21-40 41-60 6l-above

Class type (circle one): requirement elective

very

strongly strongly

agree

very
agree disagree strongly strongly
disagree disagree

The instructor appeared

well organized.

The instructor presented

the subject matter clearly.

The instructor challenged

students to think and to
question.

Course objectives and

requirements were explain-
ed at the beginning of
the semester.

The instructor summarized

the material at the end
of important topics.

The instructor welcomed

questions from students.

The instructor was avail-

able for consultation if
a student needed help.

The tests and grading

procedures were fair.

The tests reflected the

10.

material covered in the
course,

Tests and other graded

material were returned
within a reasonable
period of time.
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Student Evaluation of Classroom Teaching

very very
strongly strongly agree disagree strongly strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

11,

12.

13;

14,

15,




Student Evaluation of Classroom Teaching - 3

What did you like about the course and the instructor?

What do you think should be changed to make the course better and the instruction
more effective? :



