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1. Use of Student Written Comments in Personnel Decisions 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 2:05 and welcomed Vice Provost Arlene Carney 
to discuss the use of written comments by students in faculty personnel decisions. 
 
 Dr. Carney began by recalling that there have been a number of discussions in committees and 
other parts of the University about the section of the Evaluation of Instruction policy 
[http://policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Education/TEACHINGEVALUATION.html] that deals 
with the use of written student comments.  Last year the Faculty Senate, on recommendation of this 
Committee, changed the policy.  In the previous version, each college or coordinate campus decided it 
written comments could be used in personnel decisions.  In the new version, it is up to the faculty 
governance body in each college or coordinate campus to decide.  She said she does not know if the 
faculty governance bodies in the colleges are AWARE that they are to make the decision, but as the 
person responsible for implementing the policy, she will make sure that they do. 
 
 When she reviewed the new policy, she became concerned about the use of students' written 
comments.  The University has a number of documents that try to create an even playing field for 
probationary faculty who come up for tenure and for associate professors who come up for promotion 
to professor.  Even though colleges differ, they must follow University procedures.  There is a 
potential for a problem with different use of the written comments.  Dr. Carney hypothesized two 
probationary faculty members up for promotion and tenure, both of whom have scores on the Student-
Rating-of-Teaching (SRT) forms in the 4s—not awful but not stellar—and similar written comments.  
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Suppose also that a few or some written comments in both cases indicate a faculty member is late, 
cancels classes, intimidates students, etc.  If the written comments are used in personnel decisions in 
College A but not in College B, the professor in College A will be at a disadvantage.  This Committee 
heard a presentation from Professor Marti Hope Gonzales, a social psychologist, on the 
disproportionate impact a few negative comments can have on the evaluation of an individual's 
performance.   
 
 Dr. Carney said she brought this issue to the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure 
(AF&T) on 9/18/09, where there was a lively discussion.  The bottom line, and that committee voted 
on the matter, was that the University should leave the policy the way it is.  The discussion focused on 
the fact that the criteria in departmental 7.12 statements are different across departments, and while 
there may be institutional standards in Sections 7.11 and 9.2 of the tenure code, there are more explicit 
and different standards in the many 7.12 statements—and those differences are acceptable. 
 
 To conclude that different practices in the use of written comments can remain policy does not 
preclude a faculty member who is denied tenure from using the difference as the basis for a complaint, 
Dr. Carney observed.  But AF&T had a good discussion and she accepts its advice because it is a 
reasonable position.  She remains concerned, however, that there could be inequities as a result of 
different practices.   
 
 Professor Ng asked if the question of what the faculty governance body is came up at the 
AF&T discussion.  It did not, Dr. Carney said, because that is not really in the bailiwick of that 
committee.  She said she interprets the language to mean a college assembly or its equivalent.  
Professor Siliciano pointed out that his college (Biological Sciences) does not have an assembly, and 
both he and Ms. Phillips observed that their departments are all part of more than one college.  There 
is a consultative body in the college but it never meets.  Dr. Carney said that in order to implement the 
policy she will write to each college about the requirement.  Some colleges have the appropriate 
decision-making bodies; in others, they will have to identify a way to make the decision.  If there are 
problems, she will return to this Committee for advice. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster inquired if Dr. Carney were presenting this issue to confirm the 
AF&T recommendation or to learn if this Committee has a different view?  She is conveying the 
recommendation, she said, but also wishes to know if this Committee has a different view. 
 
 Professor Siliciano asked if AF&T said anything about how to select the written comments for 
the personnel file.  Does the faculty member select them?  The promotion-and-tenure committee?  Her 
assumption, Dr. Carney said, is that the file would include the unedited comments (except for those 
excluded under the policy provision allowing ad hominem comments to be removed).  Do the written 
comments go to the faculty member, Professor Siliciano asked?  (They do.)  Is there any way to know 
that the faculty member has not shredded the negative comments?  (There is not.)   
 

It is not only faculty member who can derail the process, Professor Wambach said; the 
Committee heard last year about the example of the department that held up giving the comments back 
to faculty members so they could not be used to improve instruction the following semester.  One 
question is how and when they are collected and distributed; some departments do not return the 
comments to the faculty member until copies have been made for the department.  She asked Dr. 
Carney what her view is:  is it better to use all of the comments or none of them?  She told Dr. Carney 
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that she (Dr. Carney) has a bully pulpit and could convince faculty-governance bodies in the colleges 
that one decision is better than the other.  What does she think is the best solution? 

 
While dissenting from the persuasive powers that Professor Wambach imputed to her, Dr. 

Carney said that she knows many faculty members believe very deeply in using the written comments, 
and it would be very difficult to overcome that view.  In IT the comments are a part of every file; in 
CLA the raw comments are in supplementary materials and only the scores are in the primary file, but 
people do look at the comments.  So those two large colleges, and the Morris campus, rely heavily on 
written comments.  She said it would be very difficult to convince those units that it would be a good 
thing not to use the written comments because the faculty in those units do not believe the scores are 
sufficiently discriminating.  The Provost's office has also received cases where teaching is a question, 
and in those cases she has conducted a textual analysis of the comments.   

 
There are not many colleges that do not use the comments at all; some cite them more than 

others, Dr. Carney told the Committee.  The written comments can be used to make a strong case 
stronger, or a weak case weaker, or a medium case either way.  She said she would prefer uniformity 
in their use, for reasons of equity, but there are differences in standards and some departments have 
very stringent requirements (e.g., with respect to external funding).  The University lives with those 
differences so she can live with this one.   

 
A dilemma arises in the case of a faculty member who has SRT scores in the 5s to the 5.5s but 

whose file also contains a few written comments that one might find disturbing.  Most of the 
comments might be positive, but a few or some might be negatives (e.g., 20% of them say the faculty 
member intimidates students).  That could be a problem.   

 
There is also the question of how often faculty members in a department look at the written 

comments for probationary faculty, Dr. Carney said.  If the only time they look at the comments is 
during the decision year, that is very different from seeing that comments might have changed over 
time.   

 
Ms. Phillips asked, for those faculty members who do not receive tenure, the number of cases 

that occurred because of differences between the colleges.  She has not seen that argument used, Dr. 
Carney responded, but everything is now more explicit and people are paying more attention.  It is 
possible that no one will make the argument.  If the Provost wanted to see the written comments, but 
could not because college policy did not permit their use, and he could see them for another file, that 
could present a problem.   

 
If every college and campus used the written comments, what would be a reasonable process, 

Professor Wambach asked?  There should be a standard on the way comments are used—especially so 
that some do not have an advantage because the individual discards the negative comments.  Dr. 
Carney agreed.  What does happen is that any faculty member denied tenure will say that he or she 
was treated differently from a colleague.  It is untenable to type up every comment, but a department 
could copy them all and then send them to the individual faculty members.  The system now in place 
in some units requires trust that someone who does not receive all positive comments will be honest 
about forwarding them all for the file.  The paradox is that the policy says the comments belong to the 
faculty members, who could say that they will only give out the ones they want to—but the policy also 
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allows colleges to decide on the use of the written comments, so it can say to the faculty member, 
"they are yours, but. . . ."   

 
Professor Tarone pointed out that in her college, the comments go first to the college, not to 

her.  If the college has decided to use the written comments in personnel decisions, it is reasonable that 
they come to the college or department first, Dr. Carney said.  This issue may open up a lot more 
discussion at college assemblies.  She said she wants to be sure that such bodies are informed about 
the implications when they make decisions and that they are concerned about equity.  She is in a 
paradoxical position:  She wants to be sure that all faculty members understand the policy and what 
they are allowed to do, but she is also the University respondent in any case involving tenure denial.   
 
 Ms. Phillips commented that it appears the question of who "owns" the comments needs 
fixing.  Dr. Carney responded that AF&T had no problems with differences across colleges, but if the 
faculty member owns the comments, he or she can decide which to include in the file.  Professor 
Nelson asked if Dr. Carney is bound by college rules.  She is, Dr. Carney said, which is why she 
worries if the colleges do not follow them.  As she noted previously, she cannot have or give to the 
Provost the written comments if the college does not use them.  In the best of all possible worlds, 
Professor Nelson commented, using the written comments would allow a qualitative evaluation as one 
interprets the SRT data—but most people are not skilled at that analysis.  And as Professor Gonzales 
reported, Dr. Carney pointed out, people's views are affected by a few negative comments.   
 

Even with egregious statements, Ms. Phillips said, if there are (for example) only 2 out of 85, 
they cannot be validated and should be discarded.  If 20% of the comments are negative, they should 
not.  And there are some words that "stick" more, Dr. Carney said; the word "condescending" is used 
with more women faculty.  Professor Tarone said she could imagine a faculty member (woman) being 
condescending with two or three people but not the rest of the class; that isn't 20% but it is still a 
reason to worry. 

 
Professor Wambach surmised that some consensus might emerge as Dr. Carney talks with the 

colleges and with the deans about the use of written comments.  It would be a better decision process 
if it were reached by consensus, and Dr. Carney could help if she were to lay out guidelines.  This 
Committee could then recommend adopting the consensus as policy.  Dr. Carney said her worry is that 
the policy change last spring called for faculty governance to make the decision—but she doubts that 
any college faculty governance body has made a decision for this year, and the colleges are just doing 
what they did last year.  She suggested adding a codicil to the policy providing that this year faculty 
governance bodies are to make a decision.  This Committee could require that they make a decision by 
the end of the academic year.   

 
Ms. Phillips inquired what rules govern faculty hired in 2009 who will be up for tenure in 

2015.  They are bound by the policy in place at the time they were hired, Dr. Carney said, and there is 
an elaborate process in place to deal with changes in the tenure policy and in the departmental 7.12 
statements.  A faculty member can choose which standards to be judged by—then new ones or the 
ones he or she was hired under.  Her office reminds departments that people will be judged by 
different standards over the next few years. 

 
Professor Wambach thanked Dr. Carney for raising the issue. 
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2. High School Preparation Standards 
 
 Professor Wambach turned next to Vice Provost McMaster to initiate a discussion of high-
school preparation standards. 
 
 Dr. McMaster said that he wished to talk about a policy change in high-school preparation 
standards, in two parts.  One would change the mathematics requirement and the other would change 
the treatment of Advanced Placement (AP) test scores.  He said today's discussion would be about the 
math requirement.  (The Committee last year decided to restrict creditworthiness to scores of 4 or 5, 
rather than 3, 4, and 5, on the AP writing test, but then concluded it should look at all the AP tests—
and that is a work in progress, so will be taken up later.)  Dr. McMaster distributed copies of the 
current policy establishing preparation standards, adopted jointly with MNSCU, and draft proposal to 
require four years of high-school mathematics, an increase over the current requirement of three years. 
 
 There are discussions occurring at the state level about high-school requirements and what 
students should know when they graduate, in math as well as other areas.  There is strong evidence 
that the fourth year of math is important to college success, Dr. McMaster reported, and provided data 
in the draft recommendation.  Math is a very strong predictor of college success—and there is some 
evidence that it is the strongest predictor.  Math is not just for math majors any longer; in a 
quantitative world, math is needed in a broad array of other disciplines, from business to history to 
health care.  Dr. McMaster provide data on freshmen from 2003 through 2007 who had and had not 
taken four years of high-school math; in all cases, the first-year GPA and retention rates for those who 
had taken the fourth year were markedly higher than those who had not. 
 
 About 87% of entering freshmen have taken four years of math in high school.  Because math 
skills deteriorate quickly, students who come to the University having taken no math in their senior 
year have gone two summers and a year without math, which creates difficulties for them.  There is a 
problem, however, in that there are still a number of high schools where delivering a fourth year of 
math is a problem.  His office is working with Vice Provost Wahlstrom to develop online math 
modules that students could complete before they come to the University. 
 
 This issue was raised in 2005 both with this Committee and the Council of Undergraduate 
Deans, Dr. McMaster recalled.  To adopt the requirement of a fourth year of high-school math would 
not mean the University would not admit students with only three years of math, but it would require 
that students complete the fourth year before they could graduate. 
  
 Professor Ng recalled that they also discussed whether a student could take an advanced 
physics course in lieu of a fourth year of math, for example, a course that relies heavily on math.  The 
point is that students should not go through their senior year without doing any math.  Dr. McMaster 
agreed; the course need not be calculus or pre-calculus.  Any heavily-quantitative course might meet 
the requirement, although that is not yet fully decided.  Professor Ng said that she has tracked students, 
and those who do not take math in their senior year of high school suffer in their first year of college 
math.  Her take is that it would be best to require students to take a math class their senior year in high 
school. 
 
 Are these data on math majors, Ms. Alstadt asked?  They are not, Dr. McMaster said; they are 
for all students.  Ms. Alstadt said she only took three years of math in high school and could not have 
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fitted a fourth year in and also met the language requirement.  What about majors that do not require 
math?  She noted that she has not had math in five years and does not need it (but reported that she had 
taken statistics).  She said the additional requirement could hurt recruitment of students from small 
communities who are interested in majoring in English or Philosophy.  Dr. McMaster observed again 
that 87% of entering students already take four years of high-school math, and surmised that even 
English and Philosophy majors who have taken four years of math do better than those who have not.  
He also said that if students know, as high-school freshmen, that they need four years of math, they 
can probably arrange their schedules to accommodate it. 
 
 Will the online modules cost the student, Ms. Alstadt next asked?  The idea is that they would 
not, Dr. McMaster said.  They need to figure out who would do the assessment and grading.  When 
would students take them?  On the way into college?  Some coming from rural communities would see 
this as a punishment, something they do not need.  Dr. McMaster pointed out that those who are 
numerically-oriented might see the requirement of four years of English as difficult.  Professor Ng said 
she sees a lot of students coming to Morris who take PSEO classes free, in the area.  That is another 
alternative.   
 
 Ms. Evans asked if the concern is about proficiency or about having math coursework within 
three to six months of attending the University.  Both, Dr. McMaster said.  Proficiency affects 
performance, as does having not taken math for over a year.   
 
 What are the University's peer institutions doing, Mr. Bartolotta inquired?  Many require the 
fourth year of math, Dr. McMaster said, although not all.  Mr. Bartolotta wondered if students might 
start self-selecting institutions based on requirements.  Would students interested in English or History 
select institutions that do not have the requirement?  Dr. McMaster said he believed not; he noted 
again that nearly 90% of students already meet the requirement and said he believed most students 
look at the quality of the University.  Mr. Bartolotta said he would be interested in seeing the data.  Dr. 
McMaster said that he did not know how many students came to the University of Minnesota because 
it does not require a fourth year of math.  He added that the K-12 systems and the high-school 
principals support the change. 
 
 This seems to be an issue of access, Mr. Mikl said.  If the University wants to raise retention 
rates and completion data, it would not want to allow in the 705 students (2006) who had not 
completed the fourth year of math.  The requirement would not be put in place instantly, Dr. 
McMaster responded; if it were adopted now, it would apply to students entering in 2014 or later in 
order to allow them to plan their high-school curricula.  MNSCU is also considering the same change, 
Professor Wambach reported.  When the current requirements were adopted, the schools rose to meet 
them and offered the necessary curricula.  If the University and MNSCU decide on the requirement, 
the schools will get ready.   
 
 Dr. McMaster affirmed, in response to a query from Professor Ng, that the admissions offices 
would have the leeway to grant admission to students who had not completed the fourth year of math.   
 
 Mr. Mikl said he was from a small town in rural Wisconsin and did not recall making 
decisions about math.  It would be a shame if students did not arrange their schedules to meet the 
requirement, so high-school counselors need to know about it.  Dr. McMaster agreed.   
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 Mr. Bartolotta said there could be a lot more applied math available, rather than abstract 
thinking; would that count?  As they move forward, Dr. McMaster said, he expects that the University 
might say that any math-intensive course would count (e.g., statistics).  He said he would like to have 
the support of the Committee in recommending the change; it will then go to the Faculty Consultative 
Committee and the Faculty Senate.  This change, he noted, affects on the Twin Cities campus.  
Professor Ng said she would check with colleagues at Morris and let the Committee know if Morris 
wished the change to apply to it as well. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the change. 
 
3. Who Teaches What (Twin Cities) 
 
 Professor Wambach turned back to Vice Provost Carney and welcomed Mr. Kellogg from the 
Office of Institutional Research to lead a discussion about who teaches what (on the Twin Cities 
campus).  She noted that the Committee has wondered for years who teaches what courses.   
 
 Dr. Carney distributed a table of data reporting who teaches what courses at what level and 
related that the same data had been presented to the Committee on Faculty Affairs last spring.  They 
looked at Discussion, Lecture, and Seminar courses, by level (0XXX through 8XXX), and the 
percentage of each that was taught by tenured faculty, by tenure-track faculty, by other faculty 
(contract, term, visiting), by P&A staff, by civil service staff (there are a few), and by graduate 
students.  (There was also an "other" category, but Dr. Carney said they suspected this represented 
mis-typed employee ID numbers.)  The data are a snapshot, taken of Fall 2008 classes, but will be 
repeated annually, so the Fall 2009 report can be made late in the spring of this academic year. 
 
 Dr. Carney reported that they pulled the class data from One-Stop, so they are only as good as 
the data put into PeopleSoft.  If a department does not list the actual instructor for a course, they will 
not know what kind of appointment the instructor has.  Dr. McMaster asked if they knew the 
percentage of courses where they did not know who the instructor was; Mr. Kellogg said they knew 
for over 85%.  The data exclude the Medical School, Dr. Carney added; they had many discussions 
about what to include.  Most classes are listed as lecture, she said, although some language classes are 
listed as discussion; typically, however, discussion classes are large classes with discussion sections, 
and these data include both the lectures and the discussion sections.  The data do not include labs 
(most of which are coded as discussion sections, but some are coded as labs and that category could be 
added in the future).  (The data also do not include classes with fewer than 5 students.) 
 
 They used the primary appointment of the instructor to categorize the individual; Dr. Carney 
noted that the classes she has taught while vice provost would fall into the P&A category because that 
is her primary appointment.   
 
 One question that was asked is whether tenure-track faculty members are being slotted into 
lower-division lecture courses; the data make it clear they are not.  Only 3.9% of 1XXX lecture classes 
are taught by probationary faculty, even though probationary faculty make up 25% of the total tenured 
and tenure-track faculty; 26.6% are taught by tenured faculty, 8% by other faculty, 35% by P&A staff, 
and 25.7% by graduate students.  Probationary faculty members are under-represented in 1XXX 
courses, which is a good thing.  This distribution makes sense, both for these and discussion courses, 
Dr. Carney said, because there are many large language and composition courses that are taught by 
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Lecturers and Teaching Specialists and by graduate students.  She noted that the percentage of courses 
taught by tenured and tenure track faculty increases as the course level increases.   
 
 Some might argue that all courses should be taught by tenured and tenure-track faculty, Dr. 
Carney commented.  She would remind people that at any one time 4% of the faculty are on semester 
leave, 4-5% are on sabbatical, some are out on medical leave, some serve as department chairs and 
thus have course releases, and faculty members have different teaching responsibilities.   She meets 
regularly with the Council of Faculty Associate Deans (CFAD) and it is clear from the discussions that 
workloads vary significantly across colleges.  Some require only one course per semester because the 
faculty are expected to do a great deal of research and bring in grant funding to support it, while some 
colleges may require two courses per semester or four per year.  The expectations are not the same 
because the colleges have different missions.  This is, she pointed out, a research university.   
 
 Professor Wambach inquired who the "other" and "P&A" teaching 8XXX courses are; 
graduate students at that level would expect to work with advanced scholars.  They could be Ph.D.s 
expert in their field filling in for a faculty member on pregnancy leave, Dr. Carney said, or contract 
faculty taking the place of a tenured faculty member serving in an administrative position (which is 
what is occurring in her own case).  There are also research associates who are experts who have been 
doing work in a field for 20 years or more, Ms. Phillips added—and they ARE experts. 
 
 Dr. Carney said she was certain these data would not be significantly different for research 
universities like Minnesota.  She also reminded Committee members of the data from the Student-
Rating-of-Teaching forms:  When all the results are put together, for all levels and all instructors, the 
averages are in the high 5s on a 6-point scale and the standard deviations are small.  That is 
compelling.  Even with different people teaching, there is still a very high level of satisfaction among 
students.  They are breaking down the data by employee category, but the aggregated data suggest 
there will not be large variations among the groups.  These data have repeated three times over the 
three semesters beginning with Spring semester 2008.  They can also produce the data by discipline, 
she said in response to a question from Professor Tarone, and adding labs is a good idea.  Professor 
Nelson said the Morse-Alumni Committee would find the data broken down by college useful.   
 
 Dr. Carney commented that although it is not in her areas of responsibility, she would argue 
that these data make it even more important for departments to be consistent in how they label classes 
(e.g., make sure the language departments are consistent in what they call classes, which they are not 
now).  These data also probably under-counts faculty experiences with students; for example, 
Psychology 1001 (675 students in a class) is coordinated by an academic professional, who is listed as 
one of the instructors, but the lectures are given by faculty who teach two or three sessions in their 
specialty.  The faculty members who give the lectures are not the instructors of record.  That could be 
true in other courses as well.   
 
 Professor Wambach said it will be helpful to have these data for the long term to see if there is 
shifting of staffing away from faculty to graduate students and academic professionals.  Mr. Kellogg 
agreed but said that data for earlier years is messy; Dr. Carney said the University will use the 2008-09 
data as a base year.  It may be that some shifts will be forced on colleges, Ms. Phillips observed, 
because in some fields there will be fewer graduate students because there will be fewer NIH dollars to 
support them.   
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 Professor Ng asked why there is such a small number of 2XXX courses.   It is clear that the 
Twin Cities campus departments have decided not to use the 2XXX numbers, Dr. Carney said.  There 
are very few, even though during the semester conversion process it was understood they were to be 
used for sophomore classes.  Most departments retained the 1XXX/3XXX/5XXX courses (because 
there are not that many 4XXX courses, either).  She said she had no rational explanation for the 
distribution of courses with particular numbers.  Professor Wambach noted that 2XXX courses may 
have prerequisites while 1XXX courses may not.  Professor Nelson commented that departments have 
flattened the course offerings; for example, some departments with a small number of faculty members 
may combine the 3XXX and 5XXX offerings.  At the same time, Professor Wambach responded, 
there are dwindling numbers of undergraduates in 5XXX courses—which are supposed to be primarily 
for graduate students.  
 
 Ms. Phillips said it would be appropriate for the Committee to know more about who the 
"other" faculty are.  In general, Dr. Carney said, the vast majority of them are contract faculty in the 
Medical School, individuals designated Clinical Scholars.   Every college is required to have an 
approved plan on how they will use contract faculty and must explain if they deviate from that plan.  
There are very few contract faculty in most colleges and the numbers fluctuate in no discernible 
pattern. Contract faculty can perform all of the three kinds of tasks that regular faculty do, but most of 
them spend most of their time on teaching. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Dr. Carney and Mr. Kellogg for the report. 
 
4. Identification of Good Teachers 
 
 Professor Wambach recalled that the issue of recognizing good teachers in a way that students 
have access to the information has come up.  She reminded the Committee that the University of 
Illinois publishes a list every semester of instructors who are rated highly on student-rating-of-
teaching forms.  There is a fixed set of criteria and anyone who meets or surpasses them is on the list.  
They use two questions to rate teachers for the list.  If the University were to consider adopting such a 
system, the Committee might have to reconsider bringing back a global question about teaching—
when the idea, with the new forms, was to get rid of those questions.  Departments are also 
discouraged from just adding up the SRT averages and are encouraged to look at each score 
individually. 
 
 That is not what is happening, Dr. Carney said.  One college has developed a regression 
formula to predict the SRT score; some colleges only pick one question from the SRT forms and use 
the results for it as the measure of performance.  She said she has a report from a faculty committee on 
best practices in the use of the SRT data and will get it out to everyone in the near future.  She said she 
had no problem with averaging the scores from the six required questions, half of which are teacher-
centered and half of which are learner-centered, to use as the cut-off for a list.  She said she would be 
opposed to bringing back some global question about teaching.  To do so would be admitting total 
defeat, Professor Wambach agreed.  Professor Siliciano commented that a lot of people look only at 
the first number. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that few faculty members actually release the student-release questions, and 
many of them overlap with the required questions.  She said she believed the Committee should get rid 
of the student-release questions because they do not provide the data students want.  The Committee 
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should change to something like the Illinois system, and release information about teaching based on 
the SRT ratings.  That would provide students much more information.  She told the Committee that 
she was on the faculty at Illinois for several years and that Illinois instructors put it on their CVs if 
they are on the "Incomplete List" (as it is called) because it is a source of pride.  The data also help 
suggest who should be nominated for the Morse-Alumni and Graduate-Professional teaching awards.  
It is also great for graduate students to have it on their CVs when applying for jobs.   
 
 Professor Siliciano asked if the individuals are listed by rank-order of their scores.  They are 
not, Dr. Carney said, they are listed by employee category—and they receive an asterisk if they are in 
the top 10%.  This could be added to the class schedule, just as the Morse-Alumni award-winners are 
listed, Ms. Phillips suggested.  Dr. Carney agreed. 
 
 Professor Wambach recalled a concern expressed by Dr. Knutson:  In a department with 10 
Teaching Specialists (for example), when three appear on the list and seven do not, students may 
pester a department to be in classes taught by one of the three whose names appeared on the list.  That 
is already happening, just from knowledge "on the street," she commented.  Dr. Carney said students 
now look at RateMyProfessor.com, and she would rather they relied on data produced by the 
University.   
 
 Ms. Evans said it would be useful to have any piece of information that can help in making 
decisions.  Now students base choices on the time the course is offered, or what their friends tell them.  
Such a list could lead to an influx of students in the classes of one faculty member, but students have a 
lot of different reasons for choosing a class.  Ms. Alstadt agreed the information would be useful and 
that it would be better to eliminate the long SRT form.  Illinois had a problem, however, in that 
students gravitate to the more popular courses.  Those courses do fill up fast, Dr. Carney agreed, but 
people become a little more competitive in their teaching, which is healthy.  It is also good for the 
department culture as a whole, Professor Tarone said, because it says they must do something about 
teaching because everyone wants to take Professor X's course.   
 
 This is freakonomics, Professor Nelson commented.  It may be that if one wins an award, one 
will be partnered with a bad teacher; those who win the awards will pull in the higher-quality students.  
Freshmen who register last will not get the best teachers, Dr. Carney said, and information from 
friends will not always be correct.   
 
 Is there anything that can be done to get faculty to release the student-release results?  Dr. 
Carney said she thought not, especially if they are trying new courses or teaching methods.  People 
who know they are good teachers and get good ratings release the results.  The list each semester 
would provide students a lot more information.  She said did not believe faculty would begin releasing 
the results.  The list is a big part of Illinois culture.  It could be an incentive to improve teaching, 
Professor Nelson suggested.  It can, Dr. Carney concurred, and it could also be a good metric for 
probationary faculty members; they could have a number of courses on the list (but would be unlikely 
to win a Morse-Alumni or Graduate-Professional award that early in their careers).  It would be great 
information for promotion-and-tenure committees.   
 
 Professor Wambach said she would contact the Student Senate about proposing the change.  
Dr. Carney said they must understand they will receive more information than they do now.  Professor 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     11 
Wednesday, October 7, 2009 
 
 

 

Siliciano said it would also provide better information; he said that every campus he has been on has 
some kind of list like Illinois', and he finds it stunning that students here don't want one.   
 
 Professor Wambach adjourned the meeting at 4:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota  


