: i '—‘—:_rtw—...-—q-—-.—.'-—---—-v

L]

ED 057 759

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
/| REPORT NO
BUREAU NO.
'PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

College Teachers: *Effectzve Teachiag
‘Methods; *Higher Educatlon. Professors; *Teacher:

DOCUMENT RESUME
2. HE 002 798

Trent, James W.: RoOSe, ‘Clare

A Faculty Assesses Its Teaching. .A Survey of the UCLA
Faculty. '

california Univ., Los Angeles. center for the study
of Evaluation, .

Office of Education (DHEW), Washington, D.C.

CSE-73 C '

BR-6-1646

oct 71
49p.

MP-3$0. 65 HC-$3. 29 o :
*Evaluation

Evaluation; *Teacher Improvement° Teaching Methods

In - answer to an urgent request for improved methods

for evaluation and documentation of teaching performance by the
president of the University c¢f California, a Task Force on Evaluation
of Teaching was appointed on the U.C.L.A. campus. From the beginning,
the Task Force considered the faculty's opinions, regarding the ]

- evaluation of teaching 'to be'a major,reference for its
recommendations. Consequently, members of the Task Force desigmed a
"survey questionnaire to elicit faculty opinion on the nature of
evaluation of teaching, their perceptions of impartant criteria for
-8uch evaluationh, the extent to°whichcthey were- undertaking
self-evaluation -of their teaching, the methods they were using for
this evaluation, and- théir recommendations for evaluation of teaching
for the campus at large, .The yesults of ‘the survey questionnaire,
returned by only 11 percent of the faculty, are included in this

_',report..(HS)




r

¥ o

B
2
]
.
3

. L R :-"3;,«:; :
&, : : - T ,‘_ :_{:) -
" o C o

- & ) _ - "“, b

. ASSESSES

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

EDUCATION & WELFARE

OFFICE OF EOUCATION
THIS OOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRO
OUCED EXACTLY AS AECEIVED FROM
THE PEASON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG
INATING IT POINTS OF view OR OPIN
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU
CATION POSITION OR POLICY







DU epp—— i o S .

N .
i 2

A FACULTY ASSESSES ITS TEACHING
A SIRWEY OF "I-E UCLA FACll.TY '

ED057759

s e g, 5
LA A J R Bl

-::é'-%

James W. Trent and Clare Rose

CSE Report No. 73
‘October 1971 -
N7 IR ' - _ ,

‘ g - Higher Eﬂu:w atmn Evaluat:.ml Program o

A Center for the Study-of Evaluation =

O TELA;Gra'duate School of Education

o Los Angeles Calz’“ oma N
I | B jif SR
! :4 ___ - __-_ T -:_:'-__-: :__-' R -- L . - - Lo ; .
‘ . This xeport was- st.bm;ttea 10 Asss.stant Vme Ghancellor Raymond Orbach
‘ - of the Offics-6f Academic-Change and: Cun:.,cullm Development, l.lnwerszty_

“of Cala:foma, Iios ﬁngei:es}f July, 1971. S _ LI

T S S S IOy S S I




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors are gfateful to Assistant Vice Chancellor Raymond Orbach
and Dr. Raymond Goldstonie of the Office of Academic Change and Curriculum
Development for their support of the following report. ‘UCLA's Center for

__the Study of -Evalugtid‘n also provided ’respuri:es important to its completion.

Above all, the authors _grateﬁnlly -acknowledge the diligence and resource-
_ fulness of Mrs Barbara Vizents, Mi_ss Barbara Dorf, and Dr. Ricardo Klor- _
- man. who coded_"a_x}dcmlplledthe data for thereport ‘ '

a2

I+,




e e am— - S

TABLE OF CONTENTS |
INTRODUCTION « « v o v v v v o i o nn e ennns o 10
" BACULTY ORIENTATION . « + « v v e e o oo ee e enseeeeevs §

-Cmcqpt;‘aﬂizatioﬁofﬁval_uatim.-,................ 5
CTiterid+ o v v vo o o o o s o0 s s o ¢ 5 s o oo o o o° s o+ 10
ProceduresforEvaluaum................,....13
%5 _ FawltyRecmndatmns........_..............17

& SUBJECT AREA VARIATIONS . . . . . . ; R I T

“.P

Conceptuahzatmnofﬂvaluauon. C e e e e e e e e b e e e 22
‘INTERRELATEDAWECTSOFDWERSEORIENTATIONS. e et e s e s e 25

{ . Coneeptualization . . . v v v ¢ v v ¢ o v v o v v v v v 0 o o s e .25
i §d ' Smdentnlnj:erest....;..................... 20
. - Reoomendatmns 27__

REFERENCES33

i
= .
'\l w 'y

i Appendlx A -
5 ", . Survey Lettgr and’ Q.testmma.lre

«Append ix B, T
Selecte’a&mreynata

o
g

.
- 4.
. : +
oo
L
'J;_ . / =
¥ Py ~ -




T A AL L s e AR e T deA R Landm 1 ar PR

INTRODUCTION

n thie fall of 1970, the University of California's President Hitch
made an urgent request for improyed methods for evaluation a.« documenta-
tion of teaching performance throughout the University. In response,
U.C.L.A.'s Chancellor Young appointed a Task Force on Bvaluation of Teach-

ing. The purpose of the Task Force was to review the issue nationally and

locally in order to make recommendations fer- the eetablish]nent of appropriate
procedures for evaluation of teaching effectiveness on the Los Angeles campus .
From the beginning, the 'I‘ask Force consiélered the faculty's opinions and
practlces regardmg the evaluation of teaching to be a mzjor reference for its
recommendations. Consequently, members of the 'I‘ask Force de51gned a survey
‘questxmnmre to e11c11: the faculty s op:mons on the nature of evaluatlon
of teachmg, their perceptlons of :l.mportant cr1ter1a for- such evaluatlon, the-
extent to whlch they were undertakmg self-evaluatlon of the1r teach:mg the
methods they were usmg for thls evaluatlon, and the1r recarmendatlons for
evaluation of teachmg for the campus at large. The questloxmalre, included

_in Appendlx A was malled to all the campus' approxmmtely 2 800 faculty
~The survey was limited by three tmavmdable condltlons () t1me i:e- |
strlct:tons mmsed on the 'I‘ask Force precluded pretestmg the survey questlon-
_na:l.re, (2) the complete survey had to be admm1stered during the Christmas |
holldays when many faculty were not avallable, (3) it was not possﬂ)le to ad-

"-mmster a follow-up survey of mn-re‘épondmts- L

IThe questionnaire was sent to all faculty members listed on the
payroll as of that date. This population includes visiting professors,
clinical professors in re51dence, and mn-pemanent Junlor faculty..
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Results indicated that all survey items were fuhctional although a:few

could have baen-inproved for clarification. Rate of. response was another

matter. Two lnmd::"ed and ninety-four completed questlonnalres were retuzasd, S|~
representing only approxmatelv 11 percent of the faculty. Ordmarlly this-
'retum might be con51dered a good response” rate under the c.trcmnstances
s1nce accordmg to the campus Plannmg OffIce only 500 or 17 percent of
the faculty return questlonnalres during a regular quarter even Wlth follow-
up requests. However, the faculty responding to the survey on teach.mg evalu-
) ation obgiously cannot be considered repres_mtat;ye_ of the faculty as a whole.
Altiough those who responded may not rcepre;seﬁt the opinions of their col-
leagues, the evidence, particularly the comprehensive responses to the open-
eidled questlons, suggests that the questlonnalres received the serious and
-thoughtful cons:Lderatmn of most respondents. Indeed the fact that those who
responded may be biased in a pos1t1ve dnectlon--that 1s more concerned about
. evaluation and perhaps more consc1ent10us in mshmg to help resolve ‘the issue
of evaluation wn campus--ne_ed. not be z detrlment-. A_major obJectlve-of-.tne o
| ~ survey was to determlne if any trends emerged in the data conce-rn:ing- the facul-
ty's views on. evaluatlon. The fact that these data came froni facixlty meﬁbers
-_ who may be most ooncerned about evaluatlon of mstmctlon 1s doubtless Slgnlfl-
~cant in 1tse1f since they were: obtamed from those who thought enough and cared

- enough about. the matter to commnucate their v1ews.

M?re important, perhaps is the poss1b111ty that the respondents reflected

- a much larger proportlon of the faculty than 1s 1nd1cated by their mmbers. B

| _ Subsequent mterV1ews with a scattermg of mn-respondents :mdlcate that th1s .
is probable. L




The survey was affected by a fourth broad limitati'on.l Th1s condition is
one which inevitably will affect any future ‘evaluation of instruction per se. '
,Although it is often overlooked, instructors and iustructional, Programs inter-
act with the population of students who have their own goals and expectations.
Systematic, thorough evaluation of instruction at the University requires the
examination of its highly mterdependent elements--the faculty, the curr1cula,
student characteristics, and a host of other emuromeutal phenomena--in o_;'der
‘to determine the University's;_success in attaining its educational goals‘. / Con-
sequently, the evaluation'd of teaching effectiveness represents a limited attempt‘
to molate one part, the instructor, from tiie total system in order to evaluate
h1s relative contrlbution to these educational goals, as well as h1s success

in attaining his own objectives. Moreover, although there seems to be general

. agreement among many educators that the- ultimate cr1ter1m1 of teacher effectlve-

‘ness should be, student growth, the notlon of what constitutes student growth -
‘often varies among teachers. o | _

Desplte ‘the lmtatlons :unﬁosed upon the survey, the mportance of the top- _

1o of evaluation of teac}ang effeotlveness at the Un1vers1ty, together w:v.th the
“extensive inputs. of the respondmg sample and the.: srrong poss1b111ty that the
.responses reflect a’ large omtmgmcy of the faculty, Ied to the dec1s10n to

-, #nalyze the mvey data more fully than was posslble in the tlme given the Taslc ]

_Force. Aga:m, the 1nportance of the top1c and the httention 1t recelved frcm
the respondmg faculty led to the deCISIOIl to dlssanmate the results of the )

survey beyond the confmes of the Task. Force. 'Ihe survey md:.cates the varymg |

| 'opm:.ons and practlces of the faculty regardmg evaluatlon of teachmg. Only
future comprehenswe evaluative research however, can begm to approach a ho-
llstlc evaluatlon of the 1mpact of the Umvers:t%:y on. 1ts students. -
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The substance of this report represents a f1rst step in learmng what

A9

an

the Un1ver51ty is a11 about 'Ensuing secttons of the report will d.’l.SCUSS

—

(1) 'thel total ‘responding faculty S- or_1entat10n towar_&s and recomepdat:.ons'
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for evaluation; (2) the orientation of faculty from different subject LB

L

areas; (3) cntena, practices, and reco:ﬁnendatmns advocated by faculty

who conceptuahze evaluatmn d1fferent1y, and (4) tentattve conclusmns

j suggested by: the clata.2 o . R e e Tt
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Zme.r sampl and acplorer!:ory nature of the survey rendered stat1st1— o i B
ca1 testsiof signif_.a'ance of differences inappropriate. All findings and . S A
' related mterpretati'ons, therefore, must be .regarded as suggestive rather e
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FACULTY ORIENTATION .
Concejtualization of Evaluati'on_ _ -
‘ The purpose of evaluating instructiorr éis to make informed judgments and
F decisions about the develogment, impl-ﬂnentgti%n, and effectiveness of instruc-
. tion. Examples of evaluative qoestioxis are:___ Is the instructional sequence
LK successful? Shoud the instruction be révised in tems of time? Should
, ‘ 3 ‘the instructional techniques be changed? The evaiugtion, _however, can be
formal or informal. Informal evaluations are;;udgnents which do not necessar-
.- * ily imrol\re explicit statements of the criteria upon whlch t}ie e\faluetions )
: are based. In formal evaluations, llowever, explicit statements and obJect:Lve |
measures of the bases of the evaluation are essential. Instructzon is deemed
i "z00d" only in relation to some - sta.ndard or cr1ter10n and all changes and
decisions are nade with respect to obJectlve bases for those dec:1slons._ More-
g | _over, evaluatlon of mstructlon is essent1a1 for defen51b1e decisions regard-
Y . ing the maintenance or mod1f1cat10n of” 1nstruct10n. S |
,. N There are several coumonly held concepwallzatlons of formal evaluatlon |

of mstructlon.?’ For example, many teachers and adnunlstrators conceptuallze

| _evaluation of mstmctmn m terms of the character1st1cs of the cond1t1ons |

| “'of 1nstruct10n, for example, countlng the hours of homework rmk‘t of pa,pers
requ1red and m.mber of hours spent in mstruotmn. Wlule it seems obv1ous

that evaluatlon of thlS nature would not ‘alone be su£f1c1ent for ma.lung dem- )

o sions about 1nstructlon, many teachers speak of- evaluatlon of :mstructlon only
: T interms of these characterlstlcs. o o ';; | | |
ﬂ"We use the: word "concep"mallzatlon" de11berate1y Its meamng goes

beyond that of "concept." Rather it is "discovering the appropriate conceptsl
that wiil put a group of facts into a ratlonal or useful order." (Engllsh
and Engllsh, 1958, p 105} 5 _
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“Another conceptualization posits evaluation of instruction in tems of
explicit changes in students' behavior. hesired changes in behavior are
explicated in the form of specifi‘c measurahle objectives, and tests are
developed- to measure attainment of these obJectlves. Students‘ are pretested
prior to 1nstruct10n and 1nstruct10n 1s evaluated accordmgly, in tems of
| 1ts results or effects on each student Coe —f}f S -

* Fach of these conceptuallzatlons and there aJ,:é others requlres dlfferent
methodological tools. Determining the faculty's conceptuallzatlon of evalua-
tion of instruction was mtended to learn not only whether their approac.h to
evaluatlon was formal or mformal but also to ascerta:l.n the necessary psycho-
metr1c procedures and the theoretlcal and pract1cal 1ssues ‘involved.

Qf theftotal survey sample 47: percent responded in some way to the
conceptuallza Ton questlon, 53 percent d1d not respond at all. 'I'he responses
_Were classlfle_d mto f1ve categorles. 'I'he f1rst catego.,y consusted of those
whose responses mdlcated that they d1d have . & real conceptua1 1zat10n of evalu-
~ | atlon of mstruct:,on or at least who attempted to fonmlate a conceptuahzatmn.
-Twenty percent of the responses fell in- th1s category “Two- percent of the
o -%spmses fell :mto the second category whlch con51sted of those faculty

- \_members who e1ther sa1d the cp.lestmn was too d1ff1cu1t and/or that- they were

| ‘not prepared to deal mth ity 3 Thls does not necessar11y mean that these

: --faculty meniaers refused to answer the questlon because they were opposed to
| evaluation but that they preferred not to deal m.th the questlon at that t1me. |

-' F:.ve percent of the faculty dechne to couceptuahze evaluatmn of .

| _ '_mstructlon because of the1r stated blases agamst evaluatlon and/or their

| _-refusal to accept anythmg other than a hlghly subJactlve appra1sa1 of the1r
.. teaching. " -

w4




Some faculty responded to this question m terms of the process rather
than a ccaceptualization of evaluation. Since many educators think of evalua-
tion only in terins of the process or procedures they use in evaluating, it is
not surprising that 7 percent of those respondipg, which includes many faculty
members who are not familiar with educational resea_.fc.h and evaluation theorjr, '
think of evaluation in this way- Ele\ien percent of the faculty made diverse,
"miscellaneous assertions which did not fall into any of the above categories,
such as stating that teaching effectweness does not depend on populanty or
that students should be considered as individuals. PR

e
)’J’

e

None of the faculty concepf.zallzed evaluatlon of instruction in terms

- of the characterisucs of the condltlons of 1nstruct10n Regardless of the

‘-‘level of sophlstlcatlon of. the concepmahzatlon, ‘both the "real" and the

"process" conceptuahzatlons focuse& upon the notlon of student mterest and

growth T'nere were a.lso strong, 1mp11cat10ns that student growth should be

detemnwd by observable measures of growth or performance. ,

P

Examples of representatwe statements made by the faculty c1ass1f1ed as

" "ree.l" conceptuahzatz.o*\s are presented verbatm as follows

¥
-
R .
S
-

1. Asa ‘process by which the mdwldual is rated against a
- theoretical norm which would take ‘into account, among

T ‘other things, the nature of the subject matter taught, -

- the range of students taught, the achievement of learning.
- goals, mastery of techniques, .development of reasoning -
- aliilities, and all of this in a cost-benefit context-- . -
that is, how much of value to the student, as a person,
‘as a cltlzen, and: as -a producing: member of-society, did
the student gain in the long run in return for his in-
vestment .and -the instructor's (society's) investment- of -
t:me, ,venergy and money in the course, - _

2. _As an assessmerit of constructlve x:'hange and professlonal |
- cmt{gdeveloped on the part ofstudents as.a resul* of
the1r work with an 1nstructor. - _




3.

4.

_1.

6.

The evaluation of instruction must be recognlzed to be
a subjective process but it does not follow that it -is
therefore meaningless. It does follow that data on
effectiveness must be extensive, diverse and carefully
identified as to source. Although student rating sheets
do not provide an appropriate sole source of evaluation
-data, neither does the Dean's personal opinion or a
chance impression of a colleague. All are requ1red

The ideal method is long-tem and virtually impossible.
How well do the students do in later nmatlons, both in
courses and the outside world, mvolmg the subject
matter you presented? The situation is complicated by -
“the fact that learning is not due only to what goes on
in class. On a particular level, 1 see no viable alter-
native to some method of carefully gathering opinion
data obtained from students having taken courses, plus
some more regularlzed gystem of faculty visitation to
c:lasses. S

“valuatmn means Judgmg the effectweness of ‘a learning
experience and the steps in‘the process are: (1) deter-
mining -objectives; (2) defining the objeé¢tives in terms
‘of behavior patterns; (3) developing methods for- gather-
- ing: the data; (4) gather the data; (5) check the data
against the obJectzves- (6)rrep1an. Self-evaluation is
an Jmportant part of total evaluation and learning.

As the evaluauon of the extent to which students have come
- to understand the concerns and problems of the. instructor
and -the field he represents, and to haye formed a mature
opinion of its bearing on their own concerns an:l c.hmce of
soc1ety,1n general

Tt begms with a teacher who lmows what and how he wants
to teach; who can set his own standards and then maintain
‘contimious interest-in improvmg _

‘As an assessment of conStructwe c.hange and professmnal :
growthdevelopedonthepartofthesmdentsasaresult
~of their work with af instructor. _

E.xamples of representatwe statements c1a551f1ed as "process" conceptu—

alizatmns are

In terms o:E ends achleved - to what extent chd students acquire

‘mastery of the instructional intents; and in terms of the .
_ vahdlty of instructional - ends sought - are obJectwes warranted

D T T e ]




A procedure to determine how well the mstructor contnbutes
to student growth.

Carefully gathering opinion data obtamed from students having

taken a course plus some more regularlzed system of faculty
vigitation to classes. .

I believe that student oplm.ons should be the strongest indi-
cator of an instructor's ability to’teach and-that these
opinions are most meaningful after the student has been ex-
posed to subsequent courses. Secondly, irregardless of
student opinion, the instructor should constantly seek out
new-and- better methods for comreymg 1nformat10n.

Feedback from a11 the students at the end of the course is
very valuable.  Our deparmze;nt has a mechamsm for thIS.

...Starts by specifying 15 ¢al$--in’'as operational a form R
as possible. Includes identifying indicators-of -goal attain-

. ment, specifications of ‘obstacles to goals, ways of remo\rlng

them, plan for collectmg feedback, etc.

~ The faculty members who declmed to conceptuallze evaluatlon of . 1nstmc

tion d1d SO quzl.te expllcltly by statlng that it was eifher :lmposslble to make
meaningful. quantltat:l,vefjudgments or’ that no attenqat should be made to
"qua.ntlfy" mtructlonal efforts Examnles of faculty members negatlve

"responses are:

1.

2.

s

Instructmnal evaluatlon is extremely d1ff1cult in the
majority of cases. Only when instruction is terrible -
or superb is the evaluation simple.. The entire middle

_ ground appears to me vague, sub;ectnr/e and very. expen

sive to. Jmp.temerte

1 fr‘el w2 aremmg in the d1rectlon of confusmg teachmg

- with learning and remforcmg the belief of many students-

that "I had -a bad instructor in that' constitutes an ade-
fuate; Jusnflcatlon for their failure to master some-mate-
rial: essent:l.al to.their later vork,” -

"Bvaluatlon" is-a fool:.sh term. Instructmn cannot and
must not be evaluated.. On the college and parti marly

grad Tevel 90% of ‘the student’s "growth" depends on the

student. The role of the ‘instructor can only be T0 smooth

‘over ‘the rough points; offer’/connections, mterrrelatlons,

insights, not ‘cbvious-ifr thé written work and " above- a11
help the student teach h:unself A. student gets out
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of a- course at most what he puts into it. . Thus,--student
~evaluation of instruction.is not only worthless (corre-
lation between grade student gets and grade he gives in-
structor) and often the students downrate the good in-
structors who make them think (most students hate to
th:mk) ‘but also the whole process destroys the instruc-
tor's most potent means to get the students to learn. . ."

4, 'I‘eac.hmg is an art. As such it cannot bemeasured in
quantitive terms. Moreover its effect should be of suck
a long-range nature that most of the questionnaires pre-
sently in use are hopelessly inadequate: Quéstions seen
directed at "training" rather than education. . . . I know
that thers is-much pressure on the University from the
public to measure its teaching function. The public is
not aware Of the difference between "training'' and.edu-
cation. The University must take-a clear stand on these
-'1ssues and try to'explain. “them to the pubhc.

5. As bemg a potent1a1 danger, 1f formahzed to academc
freedm _

6. I am veryﬁmch opposed to the standard:Lzation and- roufim-
zation of criteria in this field. .

7. Instruction carnot be aml m.'lst not be evaluated _

The statements whlch ve. classzfzed as- 'mscellanews" ‘were qu1te varled
) and none can be cons 1dered representatlve. The following statement, however,
] __was to the. authors, one of the most mterestmg, where the respondent
. dest r1bed evaluatlon of teachug,g

MAs the%cant of 1970; as of some ass1stance to the instructor;
-as of same cathartic -value to students, :as-a -groping- toward.
an elusive but:desired educational goal; as a st1ck for the
pubhc to beat the Umvernty w1th "o

Crlterla o T Sr—am L= —- N s -3 S

The faculty were asked to mdlcate wh1ch of e1ght cr1ter1a presented
: -_m t.he questmnnalre they used in evaluatmg the1r teachmg The cr1ter1a

'__-were selected froun -the- 'I‘ask Force s-review-of the 11terat:ure as those most-

_ R coumonly used 1n the evaluatlon o:E teachmg effectlveness. The ch01ces of

S cntena“presented 1n the questlonnaure were:




student growth

degree of student pai'ticipation in the class
variety of resources and technzqués used —
student reoonmendatlons for changes“‘ in course content

student recmmelﬂatzons for cha.nges in instructional
techniques _

6. degree of s_tudent interest

e B oW N
s & 2w »

7. self' evaluation
8. opmlons and suggestlons from colleagues

Although-the faculty®s task was to choose among the criteria presented
they were also glven the &opportunlty ‘to spec:.fy any other criteria they
used which was not: ‘menti.oned 1n the questiomaire. In addi.tlon, they were '
asked to def:me what they meant by certam cr1ter1a wluch mght be open to
multiple mterpretatmns Speclflcally, the respondent was asked to defme . _
student growth if he used this cri.tenon, and- also to explain whaf. he meant”
by self-evaluatlon if he. checked f}:at cr1teri.on F:mally, the respondent uas'
asked to descri.be the my in Wthh he measured these cri.terla and to return -
-with lus questlomaz.re any formal evaluative 1nstrunents he used

A con51derable maJorlty of the respond.mg faculty reported usmg s:x of

- the eight cr1ter1a i -
- -.Degree of student mterest (86 percent)

- Student growth-or change 7. percent) R

 Degree of studént participation in class (77 percent) . -,

- Student recannerﬂatims for cha.nges in course content ad - L

*:eclquues (75 percent) . - _
' Op:mons and suggestlons fran colleagues (66 percent) _

: 4Student x‘recolmendatlons for changes in course content and teclm1ques
: were combined in the data a_n_alysis

P S — _.___‘..- e e Em b g e e tm e e e e s A e e e e L —
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Thirty-five percent of the faculty indicated they used "other criteria"
but only a few specified their nature. Twenty-nine percent of the faculty
checked that they included their use of a variety of resources and techniques
as a criterion. "'Student growf:h“ was the one criterion which was defined in
a variety of ways. Content anaiyg.ses vevealed ‘the definitions to cluster for
the most part into three general categories:

1. The combination of an increase in intellectual _ewareness and

application of knowledge (30-percent). Examples: "An in-
crease in the awareness and accumulation of-knowledge and

skill in the use of that knowledge for ‘a full life. " "Widening
of intellectual horizons, and integration of new lmowledge into
the student's exlstmg fund of 1nformatlon and skill,"

- 2. Increase in intellectual awareness as such (29- percent) Exam-
ples: '"Changed intellectual awareness of basic: concepts "
"Increased awareness of problems "o

3. Understandmg the course content or subject matter (28 percent)

Examples: "An increase in ability tohandle the subject matter.!
"Learning the course mater1a1 and becoming able to use it."

The maJorlty of the definitions, then, were based elther on the canb:.na-

perspective or an meased awareness of problems a.nd cr1t1ca1 1ssues How-
ever, awareness a.nd perspectlve were not precrsely defined and procedures
deszgned to deternune the presence of this awareness or perspectlve were not
emmerated T | | -
__ | - A very smll nunber of respondents defmed student growth in terms of
'spec:l.flc beha\rloral changes-as prescrlbed by clearly defmed-mstmctlonal
objectwes Thls defmltlon 1nc1uded both cognltlve and affect:.ve changes
A few respondents defmed growth in terms of the student s ab1111:y to use -
- ox-apply fa.ctual data or theoret1ca1 concepts presented in class to otlnr |
dlsc_lplmes. These answers were grouped with the combmatmn category. |
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A very few defined growth in terms 'of_- the student's ability to take
responsibility for their own education: planning their own programs, doing .
independent research work, completing given learning tasks to the student's-
own satisfaction; and a sense of se1f-d1rect1on and imlependence. A few |
defined growth in terms of some genera;l sense of maturatlon but did not
explam how such maturation could be assessed,

Procedures for F.valuatmn

Fa

No doubt few, 1f any, professionals who are :mvolved in teachmg or 1ts
administration would argue that the evaluatmn of teachmg is anything other
than a very d1ff1cult process. Tuo ma jor problems contnbute to this d1ff1cu1-
ty: first, establlshmg appmprmte, cons:Lstent cr1ter1a for assessmg
teacher effectlveness, second, developmg a.nd achnlmstetmg the requislte
-assessment de\rlces. The latter point is born out m the response to the
- survey questlon, "Ibw do you determme (student) growth?" :

Content analyses revealed flve mam categorles of responses regardmg
the methods used for determimng student gi:mvth __..-55'7 ' N _'

-Comb:matmn of wr:Ltten mater1a1s, personal interact:n.on, and
direct obser\rat:n.on (47. percent) \ L _

Wntten mater1a1s excluswe],y, such as papers a.nd elcamnatlons
. (A9 percent) _ _

-M15cellaneous methods not. othemse spec1f1ed (13 percent)
’ SubJect:we observatlons (11 percent)

' 'Interactlon mth students through class dlscussmn and/e;
personal contact (7 percent) - o ]

While the data suggest that - the maJorlty' oi’ the faculty respondmg do
refer to sune 1nd1cators of student growl:h such as examinatmns and wr:ltten
papers, cpestlons such as. whether the students were Ppre- assessed prior to

instruction, how objective the hﬂlcaters were, and how--relevant th_ey were
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to growth remain entirely unclear. Only in the miscellaneous; group were there:
- @ few faculty members who measured student growth in temms of the s_tudent's'

performance in subsequent related courses or on tests based .on specified

instructional objectives. In essence, the majority of the faculty seem to be

in sympathy with the premise that effective instruction should -change behavior,
but the clarity with wh1d1 these changes are described prlor to mstructlon

and measured after instruction is -doubtful.

~ e o s
) 2 ___‘M%.‘.n,.“.r. M

Thesie doubts are intensified by the lack of formal instn.unentation- design-
ed to systematically assess student growth. The lack of forml instrmnents_
- designed to measure student growth is evident frcm the responses or rather |

P
l'-
lo
N
|

|

i
L

lack of response to the 1tem, "If you use any formal mstruments please
~ attach. -(If you have no cop1es of your 1nstrument, please descrlhe eo)e "
- Only 11 percent of those respondmg attached or descr1bed such 1nstrments
. Elghty-seven percent d1d not respond to th:l.s item or responded in the negat1ve.> |
It is. poss1b1e, ‘however, that some faculty may not have reahzed that f1na1 |

exammatlons compoSed of 1tems deslgned £o measure partlcular learnmg
objectlves can constltute formal assessment of student growth in certa:m
T respects. T R ' “
| Informat:ton about student recoulnendatlons for c.hanges in course content a
or teclnuques apparently was obtained more systematlcally than mformatlon
about student growth Responses to “How do you. colnect student recamvendatlons?" .

. were c1ass1f1ed accordmg to three maJor categorles

- Some - fom of wr1tten feedback (40 percent)

Infomal caunents and/or dlscusslon (29- percent)
Combmed formal and :informal procedures (24 percent)

- The remanung sample elther d1d not respond to or d1d not really deal m.th

o w:l.th the questlon

E U T
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In response to tlié request for formal instruments used to assess student
recommendations, 37 percent of the respondents indicated that they did use
some formal instrument. Sixt)t-two percent indicated that they did not, Over
thirty different forms were received. Respon_dents w,:ere aSlted in three dift;er%
ent places in the questionnaire to .submit any formal instruments they used.
Aithough a comprehensive analysis of the forms will not be made in this
report, it should be pointed out that the instruments Submitted were apparent-
ly used to measure all student inputs, with the. general -exception of student
growth, That is, student reconmendations for changes ‘either in course content
or instructional technique as well as, although to a lesser degree, the
degree of student mterest were measmred by these mstrl.ments. : DeSplte the
feelmg expressed by many department chamnen that ‘they requlred a- umque
form to evaluate mstrucuon m the1r depa.rtment » the overlap between 1te|ns
used was cons:mderable. The questlonnalres were deslgned to assess. -

1. the mstructor s sen51t1v'1ty to student needs a.nd feelmgs-

2. the mstructor 'S ent}mstasm and mvolvement in h1s mater1a1

3. the mstmctor s knowledge of the subJectematter, partlcmar—

ly of recent developnents | )

4. the mstructor s teachmg style, quallty and falmess of exams,

relevance of the text and asmgnments to course obJectJ.ves -'

5. general cments regardmg the 1nstructor as a person. -

_:These areas almost ‘exactly parallel the 1tens most conmnnly £aund pertment
to the ratmg ‘of teachmg m a series of studies conducted across the oountry _
_'(see e.g., Eble, 1970, Hlldebra:ﬂ a lﬁlson, 1970 Mcl(eac]ue, 1969)

The responses to "How do you detemme student mterest?" --the cr1tenon

‘ .checked by the ‘largest. proportlon of the faculty (86 percent) -= were
class:.fied as follows

0

! .
O




Student partlclpatlon and enthusa.asm in class and out of class
discussion (51 percent).

' ‘Su_bJect:u{e :mpresslon exc_luSively (lS percent).
Combination of‘ writter and mformalfeedhack -(14 percent). -

I " Formal feedback through written comments or formal questlonnalres
' .~ (6 percent). : A . \ o
j' Typical responses classifi.ed as “subjective" ‘were "through- the> pores"_ .
1 "by intuition only, any teacher wort]'ry of the name lomvs perfectly well
ldiether the students are mterested " Although 17 percent of the :Eaculty
responded to the item which asked for formal 1nstmments, and those used
were presumably mcluded w:.th the 4‘orms descrlbed above, few mstrmnents

asked the students to rate then' degree of mterest in the. course A few

departments used an open- ended format; and, although the qt.lestlons asked

were very s:m.lar to those used in the ratmg scale forms, they do pemt- _
the student to express h1s feel:mgs and mterests carefully, if he ,s.e chooses
- Approximately 75 percent of ‘the Tespondents checked self-evaluation, and
the responses dlnde falrly evenly betmen those classzfzed as subJectlve

CRL I .
r A

3 _ (44 percent) an;l those class:.fled as mn—subjectlve (41 percent) That is,.
even though the term se .f-evaluatzon :mplles subJectlve Judgnents, one's

self—evaluatlor can he based on ObJGCthe measures Examples of faculty

AL

_ __ "—E_'__.- statements class:.ﬂed as "subJectlve" were "I belleve that the canpetent
) i . -teacher can sense whether hls teachmg methods are gettmg across" and "I

% ‘- have fa1th m my own judgment about my teachmg ", *The kinds -of responses .

*f! __ class:.ﬂed as non-subjectwe cons:.sted of " tell :Eran the answers to. exams
% and froln thei.r questlons whether or. not I explamed the matenal we11“ and

| __ "l compare present student cr1t1clsm <o remarlcs on past questumnarres and
'look for- recurrent cannents " ‘The non-subjectzve means of self-evaluatlm,

" :_.'then, ' are. based on doctmented feedback both sollclted and unsollci.ted

Tty e C T e S D SO A St ” SO
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Of the 66 percent of the respondents-who checked as a criterion the
opinions and suggestlons from colleagues, 20 percent mdlcated that the

~ opinions and suggestions from colleagues concerned their course content; 7
percent stated that help from colleagues concerned 1nstmctlona1 techmques
and 52 percent mdlcated a cmnbmatlon of both, Several respondents indicated
that colleagues regularly sat in on the_1r lectures and’ seminars and that they
then exchanéed comments and criticisms. On the oth_er hand, several respondents .
indicated that there was very little colleag-;_;'_el':-i_npr.t. One rather plaintive
comment was: '"In the four years I've been -here, no‘:col\l'eague_ has offered a
slngle suggestlon or cr1-t1clsm relative to the courses I conduct. Vhile 1

| apprec.rate this as a lack of p;essure, 1t also makes me wonder if anyone cares."'

_ Ihe chances are 1:ha1:= most faculty care a great deal : One recent study

-of- un:werslty' profes’sors_reveaxed that xthey place the1r teachlng role ahead _
of their research Several studles have a]:so md1cated that, 1f anyt]ung
there is a pos1t1ve relatlonshlp between professors' research pI‘OdIIJCtIVIt‘)"
and students ratmg of their teaclung effect:weness (see e. g. > Eble, 1970
Gaff and Wilson, 19713 Hlldebrand and WllSOm, 1970)

-‘ Fat.ulty‘ Reconmendatlons

f = Of the total quest1onna1res recelved 58 percent of the faculty resppnd-

- w

- ed to the 11:em requestmg recoomendatlous -and- suggestlons for campus-mde

'.iation of 1r.s,ruI:tz.on° 41 percent did not . respond Although the item
asked the faculty to offer recwmendauons for canpus-mda« evaluatlon of

;mstrucﬁon, rt was apparent that a d1st1nctlon was mﬁehet;:een a campus
mde departmental system and a canpus-mde mn-departmental system. We

e - class,.fr)ed the responses accordmgly. Ten percent of those respondmgr
_ offered recomerﬂatlons concern:mg evaluatlve proced:g%e;&*,,hat should be

mstltuted mthm doparments and tne ;results of the evaluat1on confmed to
departmental f1’1es. Twenty-se\ren percent mdlcated that evaluatlon -




instruction should be instituted on a non-departimental basis, that is, a

cehtral campus-wide system for collecting and processing the evaluative data.

It should be noted, however, that the majority of both the departmental_

and the non-departmental x:ecmmnendations _indicated that -evaluation should

be based on student ratings of all _courses oolle_cted through some ty'pe of

formal instrument. A minority of the responses recomended a \iar_i_ety of

other types of evaluation procedures, suc.h as the use of "outside' evaluators

-----

or video tapes of a random selectlon of each professor s classes. A few

responses were ent1rely negatlve,- that is, the recomneniauon was to forego

o evaluatlon completely at least in any formallzed manner.

. Afew representatnre recaunendatlons have been selected to exanpllfy

~ each of these class1f1cat10ns. Examples of camws-mde depa:ctmental and

o mn-deparunental evalhatlon recmendatmns are. presented verbat:m as
; follws | o ; |

1. It should be done prmarlly by student5° students should
- be required: to £ill cut course and professor evaluation .
forms at the end of each class° tumed 1n d1rectly to de- .
-partments only. ) 3
- 2. Campus-wide evaluatlon is not "posslble or even des1rable.

' Students should record on their. study packet the best. m- -
structor . they had and the worst. The worst :should be -
“visited by an“evaluator, who would only provide the in-
-structor with a:list of recomxendatlons on. how to mease

" his classroan effeetlveness. L s

3. A carefully de513ned umform student questlon. re, and a
- comparable questionnalre for colleague evaluatmn. ST

4, Student evalv"nons smmnaed and reports prepared by some- :

-~ uone outside the ‘§aculty member's departments so that the per-
son would remajin ngectnre and not be mfluenced by the person-
al1"t1es mvolved _ s R T

5. Student evaluations now bemg done become the officlal method

© of ‘course evaluation. PR I S
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6. The students' professor evaluation booklet provided there
~ is a minimm number required before reported.

7. Professor evaluation booklet with analysis of students' gpa's
taken into consideration..

o)

Several of the recomendatmns indicated that student ratings should

. '
—

inc—lude_ -.graduates-and periodic follow-up:

] 1. Opinions of other faculty members of the department; opinions
s | of -students who have graduated and been particularly success- -
cwed L S ful,rop;nlons of -eurr&nt students; opinions of graduate students
1 S " on undergraduate courses in the same department.

2. Feedback from graduates as to long-range impact of mstructlon
- . and :mstructlonal programs..

3. . Eac.h student reqmred to submit a 2 to 3 page ¢r1t1que of the
' course and -instructor. _

4. 'Sollc1t the subJectwe opinions of present and former studen
- but only of “the very best and most advanced students.

5. Solicit appra1sa1s from students at several mtervals after com-
- pleting a class, after 1, 2 and 4 years as evaluatlons change
‘as perspectlve changes. _ _

6. '_Outsn'le .examiners who are h1red to mtemew students and facul-
' ty about the teachmg quahty of cand:Ldates for promotlon.

7. A department or lelSJ.OIl ‘of the un1vers1ty (sc.hool of educatlon)
" available to all faculty to constmctnrely evaluate and cr1t1-

' -cize: ‘teaching performance. S e i

= . - B e T e e ra— = —— —: — = == - = ‘-,.:'.-‘_'. — e
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8. V1s1tmg teams for each d1sc1p11ne, perhaps £rom another campus,
-~ vhich evaluate the program;. ‘inziude interviews with faculty mem-
¥ cbersy exannnatlon of mstructlonal materlals, _etc. S

.9, "A group of students and faculty be selected as course. audltors
- and that the representatnres sent to aud:Lt any part1cu1ar course
belong to an out51de field. ! _

10. No formal mechamcal method is posslble. Our oblan- are'due
- to structaral factors; lack of support of teac , reward--
system focused -on research, lack of-institutional concern with
education, particularly Tower division. I find it amazing that
. our faculty is as devoted to teaching as it is, in the face of
the fact that their personal mterests certamly lie elsewhere




11.-

12.

13.

We ought to spend a good- wiule f1gur1ng out just what it is that
we want to measure, then a good while figuring out what accessible
variables are promising surrogates for what we'd. -really like .
to measure, then a long while experimenting and improving. The
crash project attmude should be. replaced by dedication to long-
term continuing ac{mn research on the measurement and improve-

ment of teaching.

There should never be colleagues or administration officials
in classrooms acting-as- evaluata:cs .

A generalized scheme that would be applied on a caifipus-wide
basis would be a serious mistake. The most valued informa-
tion has come from students who had been away from the un1-
versity- for a number of years :

AN
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© SUBJECT AREA VARIATIONS

Most of the faculty identified their departmenfs_; ﬂus provided the oppor- 5

_ tunity to examine, to some ex‘tent,_ the feg:ulfjr's differences in orientation to |
evaluarion by academic discipli.nee Sinoe the restricted mmbers preciuded
conparisions by specific departments the respondmg facult)r were classified

[

accordmg to departmsntal areas as follows ' _
Aves o wmber | pememt

}
Hangnities and Social SC’ie}i‘ce_o L & 26 - : |
Sciences ' . _ 40 ‘ 13,6~ :
hbdlcaLSchool e - 58 97 ;
Other Pro}e“s:mal Schools T 42 S 14.3 | l
_Umdent.tﬁed e e s
D et C2e4 100

No doubt ity clia‘racterist;ts 'distinguisﬁ foCultjr in dif'réi-ent 'disci-'
plmes mtlun the broad o&;‘gones enployed and these ought to be . delmeated
vith respect ﬁo tead:mg effectweness in future research In the. meantme, o
our assurptmn 1s that the categones d1st1ngu15h among those facult)r in=
. volved in the more "purely theoret1ca1" or "academc" d15c1p11nes (Hmanitles' |
R and Socml Scuences), the ‘more theoret1ca1 'hard" sc1ences, ‘and the more ap-. | *

plied &1sc1p11nes of the Madlcal and Other Professmnal Schools The renmn

. ing "mldentrfzed" group cons15ts of respon@nts who d1d not 1dent1fy theu:

-_ _departments In s s0 far as the remdmg facult)r are representatnre of their
-' | "noumaSpoumng peers, the survey results should be 1nd1cat1ve of aspects of
"onentat:ron to evaluat:ron of tead'nmg unJ.que to maJor sub;;ect areas as de-
;fmed Thebasu: data are snownmAppendle _




Cmceptuahzatlon of Evaluatmn

As previously reported -less than half of the faculty responded to the
question, "How do you conceptualize the evaluation .of mstrnctron?" Differ-
ences in response rates_ anmgdepartmental areas ﬁére,nmﬁnal, rangmg from
40 percent for the Sciences to 51 percent fer/the' Hl.mamtles and Social
Scicnces. Only 20 percent of the facﬁity sﬁhniitted ansvers that were judged
to be real eonceptuahzat:.ons of evaluatlon, with a range of 10 percent for
the Sciences to 29 percent for the Professional Schools Another 7 percent
of the faculty answered the questlon'm terms pf_the actual process of eval-
‘uation, Area differences were nommal in this respect, with the largest
proportion (12 percent) coming from the Humanities and Social Sciences. -

_- A small proportion of the faculty 2 percent) stated that they fe1t t]n.s
qﬁest:n.on was t00 d1ff1cult to deal mth Tlus was the case for 5 percent of
_ .the faeulty from: the Sciences and Professmna.l Schools | o _-

'I‘h:l.rteen percent of the Htmamtles and Soc1a1 Sc:Lemce faculty dlsagreed
with the whole notlm of the conceptualizatlon of evaluatmn compared with
only 2 to 3 perqent of the Science and Profess:Lonal Sc.hool fa.culty None of
the. Medical Schoeﬁl faculty took this pos1t10n I |

. '3Recomendauons

A majonty of the respondmg faculty offered some recomendatlons or

h suggestlons for evaluat:.on of teach:mg at u. C L. A D1fferences among de~

partmental areas were nommal 1n ﬂns respect (62 to 66 percent) with the

| exceptr.on of the relatlve lack of representatlm fmm the Medlcal School

(47 percent) | o o ' ..

_ Apprexmately 3 percent of the faculty frcnn all departmental areas rec-
_omended that there be no evaluat:.on at ail Here t00, dlfferences ammg




departinehtal areas were nominal (2 to 3 percent) with the exception of the
fact that none of the Medical School respopdents negated the function of
evaluation, but 7 percent of the faculty from the other Professional Schools
stated that there shc)uld-be no evaluation of teaching.

Over one-fourth of the faculty -recmmiended that evaluatidn be lmiforrlly

carried out on a campus-wide basis. ‘This. p051t10n represented the greatest
-Ij.' consensus on the matter, other tha:n the suggestion that the method of eval-

uation be based primarily on student ratmgs. The recomendation for campus-
wide evalt;atlon also reflected some area variation, the range bemg 20 per-
cent for the Sc1ences %o 43 percent for the Professlonal Schools. |
The “same relatwely sinall proportlon of faculty frcm each area (7 to 9
percent) felt that evaluatwn sho.xld be 1nplemented by depa:rtments rather
than canpus-mde 'Ihe only pos51b1e departure from this- pattern. came from
the Sclences, 23 percent of whose faculty recomended depart:nental evalua--
tis . The Humamtzes and Soc1a1 Sclence faculty (28 percent) were most in-
_c:lmed to offer nuscellaneous suggestmns apart from carpus-mde or depart-
mental evaluatlon exclusnrely, the Other Professlonal Schools' faculty were
;T”at least mclmed to do so (5 percent) :
| Few, 1f any, of the d1fferences in conceptuahzatlm and recmndatlms '
_‘ ) regard:mg evaluatlon of teaclu.ng among departmental areas appear e1ther very
'strlkmg ccnslstent, or syrptomatlc The same holds true regardmg the re-
_- ported use and determlnatlon of evaluatwe cr1ter1a 'Ihe med:Lan percentage |

d1fference ammg departmental areas on the 27 vari ables shmm in Table 2 of
o Appendu B is ll pOmts In only 7 mstances dJ.d the most extreme groups
N ~differ by more than 15 percentage pOmts Although there was little con-
: s1stency or llttle in the way of patterns of d1fferences, the data do

TS
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indicate that the Humanities and Social Sciences faculty were generally the
most circumscribed of the groups in their use of the criteria and in their

systematic use of formal ins_tﬁments to assess attainment of these criteria.




ulty accordmg to whether or not- they:

' ":,I. Conceptuallzatlon

' to deter.mne the extent to wluc.h faculty menbers had a develq:ed conceptual-
‘ization of evaluatlon. These analyses resulted 1n the f1nd1ng that 68 per-

_ "real" conceptuahzation compared to 7 percent of the faculty who d1d not-
_ | make reconmendations. Another 11 percent of the recomend:ng faculty ‘con-
: .-ceptuallzed evaluation’ in- terms of the actual process of evaluatmg mstruc-

of course content whereas the "real evaluators" were more 11kely to defme

S o e i i e e e o — P e oW e el L

INTER-RELATED ASPECTS OF DIVERSE ORIENTATIONS

The data reviewed indicate that the faculty sm'veyed hold different at-
titudes toward and different approaches to evaluation of mstructlon. Under
the circumstances, we felt that it was important to cons;der how those who
differed in their orientation: to'evaluation regarded more specific *aspects
of evaluation of instruction. Therefore, we class1f1ed the respondmg fac-

1. offered their cenceptuallzatlcm of evaluatlon

_ _2.- considered student _interest as a criterion ‘

3, | offered reconmendatlons for evaluatlon procedures to be J.nstltuted
at UCLA. ’

'Ihrough the content analyses of open-atded responses, an effort was made

cent of faculty who. made recomendatlons for evaluatlon procedures at UCI.A
also had- some form of a conceptuallzatlon of - evaluatlon, and, ‘more- spec1f1-
cally, 29 percent of ‘the recomendmg faculty had what can’ be cons:.dered a

tion; That. is,. ‘they. spoke in terms of ‘the procedures tl'ey used or the pro-

cedures they felf1hould be used to evaluate mstruction. Wi.thm this

’ class1f1cat10n, too. there were some d1fferences._ The "process evaluators"

were more 11ke1y to. defme student grcmth in terms of student mderstand:ng

|
|
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student growth in terms of the students' general awareness and intellectual
wnderstanding and also the students' ability to apply knowledge in new sit-
uations and to riew. problems. . | ‘

In sum, those faculty ueabers who presented a conceptualization of eval-
_ uaticn compared with those who did not were as a group more likely to define
student growth in terms of the students' ability to' mderstand course con-
“tent, the students' ability to apply knowledge, and on the developmnt of
the students'’ awareness and understanding, That 1s, this group offered a
def:.mtlon of student growth compared to those who' checked student growth as
a criterion but did not define what they meant by student growth, In addi-
tion, the faculty menbers who presented a concepmalizatim'o'f eveluatim |
were more l:.kely to-use a formal instrument for . evaluat:mg their mstmctmn
~and considerably more likely to :mclude stodent recommdaﬁons for changes _
. in course content in. thelr evaluatlom f, L

Student Interest

It was not surpns:mg to f1nd that a con51derable maJonty of respond:.ng: -'
faculty who selected-student interest as an. mportant mtenon also took
senously st‘.ﬂent recomendatlons for changes in com:se content in contrast
to those who did not iudicate stwent mterest as a cntenon (81 percent

- Vverses. 19 percent) For the most part however, there are only nommal dif-

ferences between the two groups in tems of the mmer in which they collec-
ted these recomendata.ons. There is one notable exceptlon however. Approx-
unately one?h.df of the “facaity Wmciuded student- mterestwythear-

_ _cntena for evaluatlon of teach:n.ng also reported usmg class part1c1patlon
. as the means by wh1ch they collected student. recomendatlons calpared to

3 one-quarter of the faculty who did not report usmg student :mterest as a
cnterion. C R 31 L -
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Recommendations

As it -turned out, those faculty who made recommendations and suggestions
for evaluatmg instruction at UCLA d:Lffered relatively little from those who
did not make recommendations on most vanables exam.‘lned in this context. -
Here again, however, there were some notable exceptions. The ,facui_lty who .
made recommendations were much more likely to indicate t]iat they aiso used
self-evaluation measures. Only 15 percent of th1s group fa11ed to respond
to this item conpared to 40 percent of those who d.l.d not mke reconmenda-

tions.

There was also a tendency for those whocmadeereccﬂmendations , in con~

trast to those who did not to dram upon a variety of means of self-evalua-
tion part1cu1ar1y mth respect to the1r rel:.ance upon the1r own Judgments |
_(41 -percent versus 20 percent) At the same t1me, 70 percent of the faculty _
who mde recomendauons v:aported bemg attentwe to Opm:ms an& sugges-
tlons from co.Lleagues conparet’ to 58 percent of those who d:l.d not. Four- _
teen percent of those who made recomendatmns drcl not c.heck student growth
as -a criterion conpa:red to 35 percent of those who dJ.d not have recomenda— ,

tiorns.
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~ CONCLUSIONS

1. Teaching and its evaluation are co:lplex issues, _narticularly in a
large, camplex university. This fact is :horn --Qldt by one _o_f the most frequently
raised argunents against evaluetim of college' teaching Elements- of the
argument are: that canpus-mde evaluatlon is not poss1b1e or eVen deslrable
because of the d1vers,1ty in agreement regardmg evaluatwe cr1term and prac-
tices among professors of d1fferent academic d1sc1p11nes, that the qualities
that make an instructor effe_ct_lve in one d1sc1p1me are not necessarily the
ctualities desirehle in another; "and that, 'there:fore, eraluetion of teac.hing
must always be consldered 1f at all, only in- terms of the d1sc1p11ne taught

" To the extent that the abo\re analyses which dlstmgulshed among broadly
c1ass1f1ed academc areas are md:.cat:we, however, there is more general con-
sensus than d1vers1ty w1th respect to the usefulness of evaluatlon and re1e- "

~-vant evaluat:we cr1ter1a, met'nods and even format, evaluatmn of teach:mg
.effectweness on.a ca:pus wlde basls, and partlcularly the use’ of student
: __-ratmgs for this purpose. R s
o "Phe obvnous suggestlon that emerges in tlus context,
L -:_cmsequently, is that a coeunon, cannpus-w:de system of
o "evaluanon of teach:mg be mplemented on campus; that
o .1t mclude the range of pertz.nent cr1tena a.nd pract:Lces
and that it systematlcally 1nc1ude student retmgs of
o 2 Most of- the respondmg feculty reported that they used student
-mterest as a cr1ter1on for evaluat:ron of their teaching in scme fashmn.

The extent to whlch tlus 1nd1cator of teac.hmg effect:.veness was obtained

e e ML e el L el e T p e L S
P,

- POy S




e R . e . - —r— —— ——————— . e o

.“‘#I

cbjectively and systematically warrants greater olarification, particularly
considering that objective information of thlskmdcan be obtained with
-rel'ative ease acroos disciplime . , ‘
The greater majority of the- famltyalso = parted usmg st:udentgrowth
as a major criterion in evaluating their teaclu.ng ef'fectlveness. The sub-
jects or areas of expertise ard the types of skills in which the student
grows do, of. curse, vary in d1ffer1ng degrees among d15c1p11nes More- :
: over, “the qualrtles of the mstructor as well as the 1nstructlonal ﬁethods
ma)"and mdeed should vary among dzsclplmes and: wlth:m d15c1p11nes In- 3
structors }mfe and should have Ldlosyncratlc teac.hmg methods and teadung

ey »

=2 S stylesp_.- = IR .
8 4 : : i 5 g ’Iherefore ', even. though evafluaf:ion of teach.mg should
“ ’"”f% proceed prmanly frcm systematlc campus-w:l.de evalua-
% ,;,; Jtmrr a.t shou‘td offer ample opportunlty for feedback

EE ﬁor mdnrldual deparment--wiwrf so de51red = |

— - ,Ql*hwgh msfﬁctlonal means may vary from one mstructor to ano.her,
&es&dafferent means can be used to accomphsh 1dent1ca1 ends or goals with
emgg_l mccess, Jjust as- they can lead to the attamnent of d:.fferent goals. An
obseni’able but oonparatlvely small proportlon of the respondmg faculty reported

: usmg ihe vanety of resources and techn1ques used" as a cr1ter10n of teaching

o «-effectlveness. Tlus crrt:erron has to do mth the process of teac.hlng rather
'than the wtcont. 3ch as ".student grom:h " c.hecked b)r so- many of ‘the responding

| faculty. The dzstmctmn is 1mportant. Granted that the outcome of teaching
is of pr:une‘ concem, a maJ or reason for ea,ralmtmg the mode of mstructlon is

to determne 1f that mode contnbutes mo::e effiuently and more pont.wely to

B \tglven outoomes than other modes of 1nstrucf1on. _

4
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The suggestion in this res‘i:ect, therefore, is that
evaluation of teachlng carefully include and care-
fully distinguish the out'comes-of‘_teaching and the
processes leadmg to the outcomes. - -
4, The large proport:l.on of responding faculty who reported usmg
 student growth as a cr:n.tcr:l.on for teachmg effect:weness did not express

an 1dent1ca1 op:uuon of what student growth means or how 1t is to be
measured No doubt the faculty at large wwld have even more var:l.ant

=

deflnltlons of student growth. The mphcat:n.ons of this possibility for
A campus-mde system of evaluatmn{ are cons1derable. At the least, be-
fore such a system is 1nst1tuted ‘a com.erted effort should be made to
| assess rel1ably the ent:.re faculty's defmit:l.ons of 1mportant cr1ter1a

and suggestions for the:l.r measmement. W]ule it may not be necessary to
‘have rigid defmitmns of - "r1ter1a 1n order for a camp/u,smde system of |
evaluat:l.m to be successful certamly there shsauld be-as great a consensus

as poss1b1e 0x op:uuon regarda.ng defmﬁons of and ways to measure maJor

-_.39

- '?- cr:n.ter:l.aL e , L ?,;":

The s!,ggesuon tlférefore, is that a small (and there-
- fore economcal), randan sanple of UCIA's faculty be -
o surveyed to val:n.date and em.arge upon the present study
S Wﬂy, a w.s:Lderable ma;;onty of the faculty is sympatheur' ta;

some form of evaluatmn. At the sanme, tme, a nunonty of faculty mesbers are

adamant in the1r 0ppos1t1on the whole notmn of evaluat;.on of teachmg

Lhny of these "dlss:l.dents" 1 ise leg:l.t:unate quest1ons and problems conc.ernmg X

effect:w‘e assessment a.nd e\raluat:.on oi: teachmg whlch uhould be taken seri- |

ously But these problems should not absolve m}iructors from takmg respon; |
) sibility for the consaquemes of the1r teac.hmg any more than students should _

i i
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be absolved from the responsibility for the-consequences of their learning
behavior. Moreover, the hunanities professor (most likely to object to
eveluatfon) should be no less respcnsible for the consequences of his instruc-
tion than the scientist. Perhaps, however, some of those faculty who oppose
evaluation of teaching do. sO because they do not have a real mderstandmg of
the nature of evaluation. ) |

There results two suggestlons - that an ongom,g progrm

be 1nst1tuted to- educate and 1nform the faculty as to

the nature and pos1t1ve effects of evaluatlon, and that .

~‘:cont1mxous means be establlshed to take mto account
and deai with evaluatlon issues anﬁ dlfferences of opm- |
“iomn ralsed by questmnmg facul\ty
6. Indludual faculty members &lso raw' i spec1f1c, wuque suggestlons
_for evaluators '\f teachJ.ng such as v:.deotapm} selected lectures or employ-
ing outs1de evaluatlon from other deparme:m; or campuses._ Other faculty
dlscrete activ:Lty 1oolated to'a partlcular class, but rather edueatlonal im-
"-'-pact is the result o“’ acclmlatwe, mteractmg varlables thot conbme to
- form the total, colIege educatlonal experlence. Th:n.s means that these mter-
' acting varlables are in as mch need of evaluatlon as. the faculty member s
| | . teachmg When these pomts are added to those msed above, then9 it is
: i a11 the more ev:.dent that effect:we eva]iuatzon of teachmg effect.weness
- 1is a complex, t:me-consmmg professmnal enterprlse. At a mnmm 1t en-
' _- ta:tls. delmeatmg and developmg appropnate measuramts of mportant
_ - cr1ter1a and teclm:.ques for effectwe teachnm developmg effectwe tech-
T mques for the *actual evaluatzon of teachmg expenmentmg wa.th new forms
) of evaluatiom mnitoring the evaluatlve process to assure 1ts cmtmued

el i U s SN S _-3 il i} T :‘:
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appropriateness and to eliminate its problems; determining the accumila- .
tive effects of the couuponent--parts of the educational process and its :un-
pact generally; and develop:mg effective means of disseminatin'g the results
of these activities. The nature of these activities are such that they re-
~ quire the full-tlme efforts of professlonal personnel trained to mdertake
| The mev:l.table resultant suggest:.on is that UCLA
'establ:.sh a modest faclllty des13ned to conduct
evaluatlve research a:nd development as’ d&scnbed

= - in an effectlve, eff1c1ent manner not othermse

poss1ble. _

7 A f:mal pomt to conszder is that evaluat:ton of teachmg no matter

how well concelved a:nd executed remams a sen51t1ve matter. At 1ssue 1s the

potent inl evaluatlon has for abuse ‘as well as . for contr:n.butmg to teachmg

effectweness.' 'Ih1s poss1b111ty was the basls tor much of the cr1t1c1sm of
the. mnor:l.ty of faculty who opposed evaluat:.on. The poss1b111ty can certamly
be elnn:mated Yet 1t 15 real enough that the cmc:ludmg suggestlon is poslted
of - _-'-'" evenat the nsk of seenung gratu1t0us '_ S I
= ¥ _-;_:_-- -__ The urgent suggest:Lon 1s that evaluatlve procedures, ‘
S a in whate\ner fom; be establlshed in. such a way that
thef;academc freedom &;nd 1nd1v1dual nghts of both
faculty a:nd students be safeguarded at all t:unes ,

Th - -
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BERKELEY * DAVIS ¢ IRVINE ¢+ LOS ANGELES + RIVERSIDE ¢ SAN DIEGD - SAN FRANCISOO

December 17, 1970

Dear Faculty Member:

3 ‘ We are writing in reference to Chancellor Young's December 2 memo-

T randum outlining the steps he has taken in response to President Hitch's
policy statement on improvement of undergraduate teaching contained in -the
November 9 issue of the University Bulletin. You will recall that an im-
portant part of this campus response iIs tobe carried 9;11; tlirough a Task
Force on Evaluation chaired by Dr. Raymond Orbach. -he objectives of the
Task Force are to ‘collect pertinent information’ o on evaluation prograns
here and elsewhere in the United States -in-order to make the best p0551b1e
preliminary proposals for adoptlcn by thls campus..

An overriding concern of the Task Force: is- that it contr:.bute to the
enhancement of the teaching-learning function’ of the University without
in any way debilitating the University's research functlon and mthout

' _.vz.ol..,tmg its trad1t10n of - academc freedan , :

The Task Force is also concemed that 1t prov:.de the ba:ns for the
faculty of this campus to govern itself, rather than being govemed by
others less understanding of the nature "of the University. . Consequently,
we are asking you to specify the methods you use to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of your -instruction. Likewise; we are seeking your views on-
the function of evaluation and your suggestions for the :unplenmtatlon
‘of evaluation of instruction-on a campus-wide basis.. This information
will greatly contribute to our recommendations regarding the best pos-
sible methods for evaluation of instruction. whlc.h will at the same time
be most acceptable to-the greatest mmber of faculty possible, keeping-

* -in-mind that diverse fomms of evaluation will probably be calléd for in
_the face of the diverse functions and characterlsucs of this 1nst1tut10n

~ We onl}r have a few days in which to cmrplete this poll of the faculty.
This requires us to ask you to respond under the same duress affecting
us as we solicit your views. It is extremely important that _We:get your
candid opinions as quickly as possible and that you include in‘your re-
T actions any qualifications. or add.ttlons that you think ought to be made
> 7 - in reference to our questlonnalre _




' All information will be treated confidentially unless we have your

| _ specific permission to reference any of your statements. We are asking

| ° s for your name in the event that we may wish to query you further about

‘ s your viewpoints or to obtain your permission to reference them. We

i L will be most grateful if you will return the enclosed quesuomaue
. omptly to: _

James W. Trent -

~ 320. Moore Hall -

- Campus

3

Thank you,
(signed)
“James W. Trent

- Vice-Chaimman = - - - -
('__Task Force on Eva.luatmn
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FACULTY OPINION ON THE EVALUATION OF INSTRUCEION

WHAT CRITERIA DO YOU USE IN.EVALUATING YOUR INSTRUCTION? |

L Pleaée- check the criteria you use and expla:u.n how you use them. _
1. snmmeaaﬂHoR CHANGE - o
How do you_deﬁne growth? | 2l

Hm«'doyoude\terminégrogth? | o .

If you.use fa:ry_fqrma_l'ins_tnmnts_, ‘please -attach. | (1t yoﬁ-have‘no_
B ' - . B . ) - ) .

cop;ie_s'f of your instrmlent, please describe: a

‘I'HE DEGREE OF SI'UDM PARI‘ICIPATION IN ‘I'HE CLASS
. THEVARIEIYOFRESUJRCBSANDTE&NIQIESUSED
; 'S'L‘BMREWIQNSFORGANGESINWRSECOMM
. 'STUDENI‘ REGMMDA"‘INS FQR Q-IANGBS m INS'I'RlEI'IWAL TEC!NIQUES
- How do you collect the student recamendatmns? |

16 you e any foral nstruments, plosss sctach. (i€ ymbavero |3

copies °f>’°‘n’1nstmnt, please descnbe e

6. THE DBGREE OF. swnmr INTEREST... _ |
' -How do you determme student mterest?

i ] If you use. any formal mstnments, pleasemattach (if-j?du-_haVe. no

: _ . ‘-copmsofyommstnment, please descnbe — S L

e S ) S —— e s o
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Lr
fe

8.

9.

« v/f*‘? : e e e e e
SEI;F-'EVALUATI(N . (Please Explain)

.

E,
¥
s . L

,‘E

OPINIONS AND SUGGESTIONS T FROM COLLEAGUES.

(Do these suggestmns usually CONCern course content or instructional
tec.mlques?)

OTHER. (Pleasé Specify) _




OPTIONAL: If fpossible please complete the follcmng and return the form with
' the questionnaire. ,
HOW DO YOU (IJNCEP’I'I.MLIZE THE EVALUATI(N OF _INSI‘RUCUON? |
WHAT RECOMMENDATIONS AND/OR SUGGESI‘IONS 0 YOU HAVE POR CAMPUS-WIDE EVALUATION
' OF 4NSTRUCTION?




i

. o
- .
. - = - - N
B . . lI
. ; _ L
- . 1
[ - v _ . b
———— e me L T e
R -
s
- . B

| : APPENDIX B o | . *

- - - . + - -
- . R . R - . . - " .
- - - - . R .
- -
- - 3 ~ - . -
- ) P : i : } ’ e - -
- _ - y o . _ . . - . - i
- - _ oL - T = e _ e - .
- _ _ - . * -
. - . . - N o B -
b _ - - - Lo . - f .-
- - H - ’ - - N A
- = - - - - . ) - - R X - -
- H - - - A
- - = P - - _ -7 - N N
- - - : - - L -
- T - ] = - - - N -
| ) - i - - - - T - L - - K
' - - -
- i -, 3 } b - § 3 _ “ } e _
- - - - - B - C e : -
. N - -

- - - - _ - - — - - H .- - -
R e T .- L == = - T - B - = - T — - - - - N

= - N - R - ,
- _ R - - - ~ - L _ -
I " H < e T - - ! = - . ' - -
. o - A - - - | - - o R i - o
- n - s ° 5 =TT ° - - - . - .
- ° T 5 .- - . - - - ' §
-3 - - -z - .- } i i - = - - i L -
- - IR SR o _ _ - = . - o - _ R S :
- N - - - - - - - B - ' - - -
s z - . -~ - . - S - - - } - -
- - - - | - - - _
’ - . - - = - - -oL
- ) i ° T =T - - T - . - ° - . B
- A - ST . - - o S : - H - R _ R A
] y - S T

- - - * --
[ B - - - -

[PV S St W YR




'I‘ABLEl

CLASSIFICA'I‘ION OF THE FACULTY: (DNCEPTUALIZATION AND - RECOM-
MENDATIONS REGARDING THE EVALUATION OF 'IEA(I-IIN(. IN PERCENT

Hmanities §

Social Sciences

(N ',;"'8‘7] o

Sciences.

W = 40)

MSChOOI..
(N = 58

Other

Prof. . -
Schools

(N = 42)

Hisc.
‘(N = 67)

Total .
(N:-= 294)

) Eonceptﬁélizafién
L 'Response subinitted

5 - "Real" cmceptuallzats.on-r
. | Process conceptualization|
Considered too. difficult L

-] Disagree with issue
e °Bﬁscellaneous :

. Reeommdat:.ons

L

y Respunse submtted

General I&caamndations

':'Z'tNo evaluat ion ':’_f-f:: P
= ICa:q:us-mde evaluarion ‘. :

66

65

40

10 ~f

10 .

10

20,

. 14

e

17 -

: "16:.'.

45. |-

Lt ! IN
KT F N7 N7 R0

ez

46
- 27

12 i

"85 -

- 47
20-.

33
11

1 5o

27




TABLE "2

USE AND DETERMINATICN OF CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION
OF TEACHING REPORTED BY THE FACULTY, IN PERCENT

Humanities §
Social Sciences

(N = 87)

Sczences

(N = 40).

Medical
School
(N = 58)

‘Other

‘Prof.
Schools:

N = 42)

Misc
(N= 67)

Total
(N= 29@)#

[Degree of Student Growth

: Crltenon used

fm1t1on of Studeni: Grcmth

Understandmg cwrse '
. material '
Awareness and under-

. standing

Papers an’; exdis

Ccmbmatlon
Observation _
thwllartepus

Fomal mstmnent used

| Apphcatmn of hmfledge- |
-'Determmatmn of Giwth -

DiScussion’§ mteractmn )

_gree of Student Interest_j_'-

Cntermn used

\ termmatmn of Student
Interest e

'Intmtmn B

A -} vritten coments &

| .discussion .-
*"'-'Questlmnaue .

14 Class partlcipatmn oL
T-:{Eomal mswrment used

82

24
22
26

24
25 -

16
10

116

72

16
20

10,

- %

118

48 -

23}

% |

76

31

21
14

17
31

83

: - 2’1_ 1 -

.76

12.

28
28

81

23

76

22
22

77
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TABLE 2- (Cont'd)

Other
Humanities § . Medical -Prof.
' - - | social Scignces Sc'i_ences School | Schools | Misc, Total
_ (N=87) N = 40) [ = 58)| (N = 42) (N | M= 24 | |-

sy

' D S

_ Student Recannendauon
“for Change in Course
' Content__ ‘

Criterion used 67 8 | 76 74 . | 18 | 75

_ Determination of Student
. - ﬁecqmen_dauons D

Written comments: 10 5 s 1 9 kY 6
Formal institment - 18 1 43 24 } 26 25 |- 25 o,
o Informal comments 9 -5 16 - | 12 8 10 _
Combination written - | . ' g o R [

‘and informal comments| 17 | 30 21 | 12 27 2 : =
Discussion .17 - _ - 10 119 | 12 - 15 15
Impressmn ) N - 0 ] 0 U 3 2

e

‘I(\.

] lem.ons from Coll"egges; '"___j-._'_t

_ _ Course content 9 13 48 A LT 18 13

Instructlonal tech- D AU T | R -

o) - ‘niques - . 8 '3 -1 7 = 0 ¢ .3 | -5
] © Content § techmques 2 ~ 14 -3 |29 |-73 .| 34

Mlscellaneous 9 - 5 0 - ]2 4= E 0 &

L T Lo U I : - T -k - I -t E ) B N

| Other Cr1ter1a Used - ST

w o

\L-‘ .I' A I".

U’se of a var:.ety Jf c B -
o Self evaluaucm _-j 70l e {080 62 7L - 69 - 70
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