Marquette University
Committee on Academic Policies and Issues (CAPI)
Approved Minutes
October 28, 2008

Members Present: James Courtright (Senator - Arts), Marilyn Frenn (Senator -
Nursing), Linda Milson (Health Sciences), Nadia Quintanilla (graduate), Angela Sorby
(Arts), Adam Tandez (undergraduate), Doris Walker-Dalhouse (Education), Wanda
Zemler-Cizewski (Senator - Arts)

Members Absent/Excused: Scott Dale (Arts), Ed de St. Aubin (Arts), Michael
Politano (Arts), Janice Simmons-Welburn (Dean’s Council Representative)

The meeting began at 4:10 pm with an introduction of the members and discussion of
the projects from the last two years. Members asked for a copy of the report from
2008-09 regarding standard university-wide nomenclature for participating faculty. A
copy of the annual report which includes addendum A and addendum B is attached to
these minutes.

One request received by the chair for CAPI business this year was to investigate the
cost of on-campus parking. It was agreed that this project should be addressed by the
Committee on Faculty Welfare. CAPI did receive a charge from the University Academic
Senate (UAS) on October 20 to analyze the policy issues related to the online (IAS)
evaluation process for faculty.

There was excellent discussion on the subject, several questions and concerns
addressed, and the involvement of MUSG in faculty evaluation was addressed. Areas
addressed included the following:

1) Who will read the comments by students on teaching, and to what extent will
the content of these comments factor into salary increase, tenure, and
promotion decisions? Shouldn't the sharing of these comments by the faculty
with department chairs or the like supervisor be voluntary? A question
concerning the time needed for the unit head to read through every single
student comment on every single section of every course, may be prohibitive.

2) It was suggested that very negative evaluations and comments, like very
favorable ones, represent an extreme, and concern over the extremes
seemed to be at the center of our discussion, rather than the realization that
both faculty and students should be able to trust that the extremes are the
exception.

3) Many professors in "subjective" (and potentially controversial) fields such as
theology or American Studies are concerned that an over-reliance on student
evaluations may hamper our ability to challenge students. We cannot put
ourselves, or our junior faculty, in the position of "catering" to our students'
preconceived views; if we do so, we are depriving them of a liberal arts
education.



4) Positive aspects of online evaluation are that they are very convenient for the
students, they are now optional which means students don't have to feel
obligated or forced into doing them, and they now can be done from the
comfort of their own room / computer area.

5) Negative aspects addressed included the fact that an instructor may not get
as many responses back, students can gang up on a particular teacher, there
may be problems with teachers’ extremely high or extremely low reviews
being valued too much in the tenure and the salary process.

6) Different departments have different needs. Chairs need flexibility; they
should not be “told” to use evaluations in specific ways across all disciplines.
This will make student evaluations an overly blunt instrument. Thus, chairs
should not be required to read individual comments, nor should they be
required to consider course evaluations in salary decisions, although of
course most will.

7) The possibility of having and utilizing an ombudsman for students to be a
liaison between students and faculty for issues relating directly to academics.

8) Disseminating qualitative comments to deans/chairs from the Marquette On-
Line Course Evaluation System (MOCES) is an issue that requires further
policy and procedure development before implementation.

a. MOCES comments are presumed to be anonymous, but for a dean or
chair to take action they would need to follow up with students - so
this is unlikely to be an effective approach for dealing with potential
faculty malfeasance

b. Students and faculty need to be informed of parties who will see the
comments, the purpose for sharing the comments, the process that
will be followed in dealing with issues raised.

c. An announcement was made at Senate, but it isn't even in the
minutes, so there hasn’t been a shared governance process used prior
to this major policy change, nor has there been an effective means of
communicating it. Implementation should be delayed until Senate can
make a recommendation, a policy and a procedure for implementing it
are written and vetted with stakeholders.

d. An alternative approach to dealing with potential faculty malfeasance
needs to be developed and clearly disseminated. This should include
information in the student handbook that they should first talk with the
faculty member, then the Dean or Chair if appropriate, but might also
include faculty members who have gotten low quantitative scores
seeking input from the Center and Teaching and Learning. That would
be a win-win alternative, since our goal is to improve teaching. For
issues concerning potential inappropriate faculty behavior, expansion
of the Ombudsperson role could be considered to include students.

9) Though the cost, errors and time for feedback in IAS support the need for
development of a new system, we need ongoing evaluation data shared
regarding MOCES:



a. The University Promotion and Tenure Committee carefully reviews data
from all evaluation sources, including student evaluation in courses,
student letters, and peer evaluations as well as the faculty member’s
Statement on Teaching. There are potential issues with the order in
which courses are listed for students to evaluate. For example, due to
responder fatigue, the courses at the end of the list may have a lower
response rate. These potential differences and the impact they may
have on scores need to be examined.

b. The process used for MOCES needs to be clearly described for all
relevant stakeholders along with changes that may be made over
time.

C. Sudden changes to current procedures regarding comments should not
be implemented until reliability and validity issues with the new
MOCES have been fully examined and communicated. Adding
Dean/Chair review of comments likely will scare faculty, especially new
faculty, this introduces artifact into the evaluation process. We are just
trying to evaluate teaching as a vehicle for improvement. If there have
been problems with faculty malfeasance in the past, another approach
to address this should be piloted.

10) The priority for dealing with this issue should be creating a culture of
assessment where students are apprised of ideas shared by prior classes that
have been implemented and perspectives of graduates, who may not have
appreciated certain course requirements at the time they were a student,
appreciate being well prepared in the roles they have taken since graduation.
However, courses each semester are made up of different students, so what
a given class recommended may be different than what current students
prefer.

The next meeting of CAPI will be December 2, 2008 at 4:10 pm.

Respectfully submitted: Linda Milson, Chair



