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Abstract approved

Instruction in a University Honors College was evaluated

using Small Group Instructional Diagnosis (SGID), a qualitative

evaluation process. Fifty-one class sections were evaluated over

a three-year period to determine what worked to help students

learn, what did not work, and suggestions for improvement.

Seven instructors used both SGID and an Honors College short-

answer (not optical scanner) written evaluation form. Results of

SGID and written remarks were compared for these seven. After

using SGID for three years, using surveys and interviews, the

honors students, honors faculty, and honors administration were

asked methodological questions about SGID: what worked, did

not work, and suggestions for improvement about the SGID

process itself, compared to the written form. Data were analyzed

using the constant comparative method for qualitative data.

Results suggest that students are highly satisfied with their

honors classes, especially the small size, discussion and group

formats, flexibility, user-friendly physical aspects of the learning



environment, and personal attributes of their instructors.

Students expressed dissatisfaction when they perceived

inflexibility, uncertainty about grades, and inappropriate level of

difficulty, pace, and workload. Written forms indicated more

expressions of concern about grades and difficulty than did the

SGID remarks. The unit of analysis for SGID is the class; for the

written form it is the individual. Both faculty and students liked

the consensus voice produced by SGID, but said it took too long

and muffled the individual student voice. A conditional matrix

was constructed, using data from participant observation in the

Honors College, from serving on a Faculty Senate Task Force on

Evaluation of Teaching, from interactions with the University

Legal Advisor, and determining the salient laws of the State of

Oregon, to connect the research within the subculture of the

Honors College, the home departments of the honors instructors,

the university, and the state, to examine their impact upon

course evaluation in the Honors College. Tensions among these

are noted, with respect to the purpose and practice of

instructional evaluation.
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Please fill in the appropriate response. Mark only one answer

per question. Using a number 2 pencil, select only the most

appropriate response per item. Make sure that the answer

bubble is darkened completely.

From OSU teaching evaluation form and Speech Communications
Department instructions, Fall, 1997
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Generative Evaluation of Instruction in an Honors College,
Using Small Group Instructional Diagnosis:

More Than Dots on a Page

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

A Vignette, Spring, 1998

The classroom is on a corner of the second floor of an old

brick campus building, tall windows on two sides, a venerable

old elm tree outside, branches softened with thick moss and

ferns. Pale new leaves have started to appear. A squirrel runs

briskly from branch to branch, oblivious to the action within the

classroom.

The classroom, painted a neutral earth tone, is carpeted in

burgundy and still smells of new carpet. White dry-erase boards

with little racks of multi-colored markers line the two non-

windowed walls. Not rows of desks, but long, smooth tables, new,

solid ones, arranged in a rectangle provide the students' work

surfaces. The new chairs, molded to fit the human frame, are

fitted with backs that adjust to the students' posture: if you lean

back, they tilt, ever so gently. State of the art audio visual

computer and projection equipment, in a brand new, moveable

marbelized storage unit the size of a refrigerator placed on its

side, is rolled into a front corner. Installed on the front of the

unit, in sharp black letters a foot high, is the cascading logo
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"UHC." This is the main classroom of the Oregon State University

Honors College.

This afternoon, a dozen students are present, divided into

three groups of four each. They are discussing their learning in

this class, what has worked, what got in the way, suggestions for

the future. In their groups, they huddle together, conversing

quietly enough that they do not interfere with the other groups,

but occasionally a voice stands out:

"It's the chairs, man, these are great chairs."

"Yeah, this is a great classroom. It really helps."

"Shall we put that down?

"Yeah, put that down."

Or:

"I like that we can turn in our problem sets over e-mail,

but why does the deadline have to be 11 pm?"

"Yeah, put that down, make the deadline 1 or 2 am."

Or:

"No tests!"

"Yessssss! It's amazing how much I learn when I'm not

under pressure, sweating tests."

"Put that down, put that down."

Or:

"He's very enthusiastic, it's contagious."

"Oh, yeah, I'm really getting interested in this stuff.

Put that down."

"The video was really bad, though."
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"Yeah, the video sucked. Write that down."

"I disagree. I liked it."

"So shall I write it down, or not?"

"Yeah, write it down, only put 'disagreement.'

After it has all been written down in the small groups, the

facilitator, who has been eavesdropping and taking notes, writes

the consensus remarks on the board, and the students revise

them, eliminating some, asking that some be in bold print.

Shortly, the students come to an agreement: this is what was

working to help us learn, this was what got in the way, and this

is what might be done differently. A student recorder copies the

consensus remarks verbatim.

Anything they wish to add as a final note to the professor?

It's unanimous: "This is one existentially cool dude. Good job,

comrade."

The facilitator collects all the notes, and will type up a

copy of the consensus remarks to send to the professor, with a

copy to the UHC. The students depart, stopping off in the UHC

office across the hall, to help themselves from the official Honors

College candy jar.
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Background and Rationale

There has not always been an Honors College at Oregon

State University. A report submitted to the Dean of the Lower

Division, May 29, 1953, urged the continuation of the special

program for "The superior student in the lower division of

Oregon State College," designed for Liberal Arts students only

(Foreman, 1953). The language of the report is quite clear: the

interest was in providing for "superior students." The report is

unashamedly elitist in tone. By contrast, President Emeritus John

Byrne, in an overview written in 1996, no longer uses the elitist

rhetoric of the 50's. Byrne notes how, over time, the program

expanded to serve as an intellectual challenge, through special

lectures and interdisciplinary seminars for first and second year

students of advanced academic abilities in all departments.

Advanced sections of courses were offered for upper division

students.

But in November, 1990, the voters of Oregon passed the

now infamous Ballot Measure 5, and one of its casualties was the

Honors Program at OSU. "Once gone," wrote President Emeritus

Byrne, "it was seriously missed. The overall quality of the

undergraduate experience at OSU had been bruised, if not

actually eroded" (Byrne, 1996, p. 1).

In 1993, the decision was made to reintroduce Honors

education at OSU, no longer as a "Program" but as a full, degree-

granting Honors College. (There is considerable discussion

nationwide about the difference between an Honors "Program"
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and an Honors "College." In fact, the parting shot at the National

Collegiate Honors Council (NCHC) Workshop on Evaluation,

Summer, 1997, was a challenge for the participants to make that

distinction.) At any rate, for OSU, the difference meant that

rather than a program that offered assorted seminars and

courses that led to a certificate upon graduation, the Honors

College was to offer a full curriculum. Students admitted to the

Honors College as full-track Honors Scholars would complete 30

credits of UHC course work, selected from courses specific to the

UHC, courses that are Honors sections of regular University

classes, UHC colloquia, and upper-division electives. In addition,

the Honors College student was to write a Senior Thesis or

Project. Students from every major on campus were invited to

participate. Upon completion of their undergraduate

requirements, the UHC students would be graduated from the

Honors College, their diploma reading "Honors Baccalaureate in

(student's major subject)." To elevate the achievement to

appropriate level of celebration, students graduating from the

Honors College were to wear distinctive academic regalia: over

their gowns, a burgundy colored stole; pinned on to the stole, a

large gold UHC medallion; and on their heads, not the mortar-

board worn by everybody else, but the Oxford-style soft cap.

They would lead their undergraduate Colleges in the academic

procession.'

' Addendum, the day after graduation, 1998: the Honors graduates were
conspicuously different from the other undergraduates, and looked
splendid.



6

These were to be, at graduation, visible signs of their

achievement as Honors College students, obvious to all onlookers.

But the differences between the UHC and "regular" (for lack of a

better word) OSU education during the. academic year were not

as visible. They were, none the less, intended, from square one,

to be very real.

In the first place, it was a given that UHC students were to

be among the more motivated students at OSU. No claim was

ever made that all the best and brightest and most motivated

students at OSU would end up in the Honors College, but the

claim was made at the outset that all the students in the UHC

would be bright, and, certainly, motivated. "Certainly," because

they had to make a considerable effort to be admitted into the

Honors College, and to stay in, as well. The ongoing contact with

the UHC Head Advisor, participation in UHC service courses (for

example, serving on Student Steering Committee, writing and

editing the UHC Chronicle, planning Forum or other events, peer

advising), enrolling in and attending UHC academic courses and

symposia, all these, together with considerable informal contact

(raiding the office candy jar, planning a fly-fishing trip) would

be bound to demand a determined and dedicated effort.

Given the population of dedicated students, it was only

natural that the atmosphere and operations of the UHC classes

would have a flavor of their own. The Honors College Compact is

quite clear that these are not to be in the time-worn lecture

format with the teacher not only doing all the talking, but asking
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all the questions as well. "UHC students," says the Compact, "are

expected to be active participants in their own learning. . . . To

the extent possible, UHC classes are intended to be interactive,

intercultural and interdisciplinary and support an experience

that is cumulative and cooperative. . . . The UHC recognizes that

personal initiative is essential for a meaningful education" (UHC

Annual Report, 1996-1997).

At the start of Fall Term, 1995, the Dean2 of the University

Honors College, Dr. Jon Hendricks (known to all and commonly

referred to in print as "Joe" Hendricks, and that is the name to

be used here when referring to him) contacted the two newly-

appointed adjunct faculty members, Dr. Lani Roberts from

Philosophy and Dr. Robby Robson from Mathematics. He assigned

them the task of determining a way to evaluate the courses to

be presented in the UHC. Dr. Roberts and Dr. Robson understood

from the outset that UHC classes were, in important ways, very

different from the standard OSU classes (to the extent that there

is such a thing as "standard OSU classes"). This difference was in

large part undefined, the point being that, as President Emeritus

John V. Byrne put it, "(the UHC) can be a change-agent for

breaking free from those academic traditions of the past that

impede learning. The College can implement innovative

approaches to learning that will be models for the rest of higher

education" (P. 3). Given this invitation to innovation, it would be

2 At the start of this study, Dr. Hendricks' title was "Director." During the
study, he became a Dean, and it is as "Dean" that he will be called in this
document.
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difficult and inappropriate to set forth exactly, specifically, as in

a check-list, the ways in which teaching and learning in the UHC

would differ from teaching and learning elsewhere at OSU. These

differences waited to be seen.

The Problem

The invitation to innovative, interdisciplinary,

multicultural learning that involves students to a greater extent

than the more traditional teacher-centered model, did not mean,

however, that no evaluation of these UHC courses would be

possible. It only meant that the template normally used to

evaluate teaching at OSU, the optical scan forms that are the

standard OSU course evaluation process, would be inappropriate.

The two adjunct professors, Dr. Roberts and Dr. Robson, however,

were not certain just what sort of evaluation process would be

appropriate for innovative classes designed with eager Honors

students in mind.

Dr. Robson contacted Dr. Ruth Stiehl of the School of

Education (SOE), to inquire whether there might be a graduate

student in the SOE who could help them with course evaluation

in the UHC. Dr. Stiehl gave him my name as a possible person for

the task.

That very week, I was in the process of putting together

my doctoral committee, and two of the people I intended to

invite to serve on it were Dr. Lani Roberts and Dr. Ruth Stiehl.

When I contacted them to ask if they would be on my
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committee, they both suggested that inasmuch as they were

about to invite me to serve the UHC as the course evaluator, it

seemed that Fate had sealed the deal. Accordingly, Dr. Roberts

and Dr. Stiehl accepted positions on my committee, and I

accepted a graduate assistantship to develop and facilitate

course assessment in the UHC.

The only hitch was, I had, at that time, absolutely no

knowledge of the evaluation enterprise, course evaluation or any

other kind. I asked when I was to start, thinking I would have

perhaps a term or two to become familiar with the evaluation

literature, but no. I was to start immediately, do assessments for

UHC classes that term. Sensing my panic (graduate students do

not like to appear ignorant), Dr. Stiehl suggested I contact Susan

Murray, who was working with a process called "Small Group

Instructional Diagnosis" at Chemeketa Community College.

I met with Ms. Murray (now Dr. Murray-Ritchie) one

morning over coffee, and she described Small Group

Instructional Diagnosis, or, as it will be called hereafter, "SGID."

The process, illustrated in part in the opening vignette, will be

described fully in the Methods section. It is enough to say here

that it is a focus group process that produces a page or two of

the consensus comments of the students. At the very least, I had

a tool with which to begin, but I sensed strongly that the cart

was before the horse. That is, I had a tool to use in the UHC, but

no sense of the problem that the tool was to be used to solve. As

is normally the case in qualitative inquiry, the problem emerges
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in the process of interaction on the site of the investigation. Guba

and Lincoln (1988) have long maintained that the investigator

appearing on the scene for what they call "naturalistic" research

does not yet know enough about the setting, people, or

processes, to enter the project with the problem already

formulated. Rather, after the investigator has worked among the

participants for a period of time, questions present themselves,

are defined, constellate. That is what has happened in this case.

Now, having used SGID in the UHC for three academic

years, I am in a position to state the problem. It is not what I

had assumed the problem would be. I had originally assumed

that the problem, the research question, was to mount an

evaluation of the teaching in the Honors College. The answer

would be an evaluative one: the teaching is good in these ways,

not good in those ways. The SGID process itself, I saw as nothing

but the tool to be used to answer the question.

The problem now resembles something more like a carrot

with a forked root. One fork is the original question, but the

other is methodological, as follows.

1. This is the first question that the UHC needed to answer.

It is, simply, how are the UHC classes working to help students

learn? This question is addressed on a class-by-class basis, the

larger answer expected to appear as one draws back for an

overview of cumulative results. The narrower wording for this

question would be "What does the SGID process tell us about

teaching and learning in the UHC?''
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This first question is direct investigation, and addresses

the initial concern expressed by Dr. Joe Hendricks when he

sought an evaluation process tailored to the needs of the UHC. It

was imperative that the UHC, its Dean and its Board, be kept

informed of what was going on in the UHC classrooms. An

important consequence of the evaluation reports would be that

the UHC would have a basis upon which to make decisions about

whether or not to invite a faculty member to teach again for the

UHC. The content of the SGID reports would have potentially

significant impact on that decision.

Additionally, the UHC needed evidence to support its claim

that the learning experience in the UHC was unique, challenging,

and appropriate for "Honors" students. ("Honors" is in quotes

here, because, as we shall see in Chapter 2, the term has an

interesting history: what is meant by an "Honors" student?) It

was necessary to use information gathered from the evaluations

to be able to make honest statements about the high quality of

teaching/learning in the UHC.

2. The second fork of the problem statement asks a

methodological question about the SGID process. It is, "To what

extent does the SGID process fill the course evaluation needs of

the UHC?" In other words, is this really an effective way to do

course evaluation? To what extent does it fill the needs of the

students in the UHC? To what extent does it fill the needs of the

faculty who teach for the UHC? That the SGID process produces

abundant information is beyond doubt, but whether this
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information is of a type and in a form that is of optimal use to

the UHC, its faculty, and its students is, at this writing, still an

unanswered question.

The global research questions, then, are:

1. Re: student evaluation of teaching in the UHC, in what

ways are the UHC classes working to help students learn?

2. Re: a methodological concern, in what ways does the

SGID process fulfill the needs of students, teachers, and the UHC,

with respect to question 1?

Limitations of the Study

There is one limitation of the scope of the problem to be

addressed. Educational research does not occur in a vacuum. The

SGID process occurs within the culture that is the UHC, and it is

not the only evaluation process offered by the UHC. Because

SGID is time-consuming, some UHC faculty found that time

constraints precluded their use of the SGID group process.

Although Dr. Hendricks originally envisioned SGID as the regular

and normal course evaluation, it quickly became apparent that

an alternate was needed. To accommodate those faculty who

elected not to use the SGID, the UHC developed a short-answer

(not bubble-in) written form. Although analysis of these written

forms is not within the scope of this research, their availability

does impact the use of SGID, and their presence will inform this

inquiry to some extent.
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The research questions ask about qualitative methods of

student evaluations of teaching in an Honors College. After

presenting the definitions, in the section immediately following,

I will ask what has been presented in the literature vis a vis

those questions.
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Definitions

UHC: Abbreviation for the (Oregon State) University

Honors College

SGID: Small Group Instructional Diagnosis, the process

being investigated in this research, described in Chapter 3

generative evaluation: a term coined by Dr. Joe

Hendricks to indicate the purpose and tone of teaching

evaluation in the UHC, suggesting growth and positive regard

honors college: term used herein to include both honors

colleges (as at OSU) and honors programs that are found

elsewhere

Honors or Honors College, capitalized: to refer

specifically to the UHC or students enrolled therein

formative evaluation: traditional term referring to

evaluation that is done while a process or program is under way,

for the purpose of maintaining the positive and eliminating the

negative aspects, allowing for ongoing modification and

improvement; contrasts with summative evaluation, below

NCHC: The National Collegiate Honors Council

summative evaluation: traditional term referring to

evaluation that is done at the end or completion of a program or

event, for the purpose of making a decision about the future of

the program or its participants, for example, whether to continue

funding or to re-hire personnel (in higher education, promotion

and tenure decisions are based upon summative evaluation)
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thick description: term from sociology referring to

writing that is highly descriptive, filled with low-level

abstractions, sensory images, and pithy quotes (contrasts with

"thin" description, not at all desirable)
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A Story and Introduction to the Review

A Story

We begin with the case of poor Professor Stanfel. He

received his teaching evaluations and saw that 82% of his

students said that they had not received adequate information

about course objectives, 74% said that they were not informed

about how their grades were to be determined, and 25% said

that Professor Stanfel had not returned their graded

assignments within a reasonable period of time. Inasmuch as

there were only seven questions on the instructional evaluation

form, it looks like Professor Stanfel's teaching behaviors were

substandard on almost half the items.

We can imagine that Professor Stanfel's department chair might

look askance at those results and wonder why this faculty

member was derelict in certain important duties.

The interesting wrinkle is that Professor Stanfel has solid

evidence that his behavior with respect to all three of the above

evaluation items was in fact flawless, and he claims to be able to

prove it. Stanfel (1995) reports on his bit of action research. He

saw that instructor behavior on the three evaluation items could
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be recorded, and he set about to do so. On the first day of the

term, he distributed a syllabus that informed the students of the

course objectives and grading system. During the next class

session, every student took an open-book quiz over the contents

of the syllabus, and every student received 100%. Stanfel kept

the quizzes as evidence that the students had all received

information about course expectations and grading. As the term

progressed, Stanfel made it a point to return every graded

assignment to every student at the class meeting immediately

following Stanfel's receipt of the assignment. To document this

practice, the students initialed a log on which was recorded the

date they turned in an assignment and the date they received it

back.

At the end of the term, Stanfel distributed the required

instructional evaluation forms, and, as he suspected, the results

were at odds with the record he had kept. Although he could

"prove" that he had behaved flawlessly with respect to the three

salient items, his students reported otherwise. His exasperation

knows no bounds: "We must decide that forty-two percent of the

total evaluation is absolutely meaningless. It is also without

logical basis, then, to suppose the responses to the other four

questions have any greater degree of merit" (p.120).

Stanfel's difficulties raise certain of the long-debated basic

question in the college instruction evaluation literature, for

example, what do the students' responses really mean? Will

they rate Stanfel higher in ten years? Was it something he said
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or did? His students may not have been answering the three

troublesome evaluation questions with literal reference to what

had transpired in class, but they were sending some sort of

message. What that message might have been, and how a

professor like Stanfel might have tapped into it, and responded

appropriately to it, will be the underlying question of this paper

as we address the two areas of qualitative methodology and

research in student ratings of instruction.

Introduction to the Review

In the ideal world of the research methodology textbooks,

there is a body of literature that addresses the question that the

educational researcher sets out to investigate, a body of

literature that has acknowledged gaps in it, or that goes so far

and no farther, in its attempt to illuminate a problem. A faculty

member on my Master's committee said that the literature

review should produce something like a puzzle, but with missing

pieces. It is the job of the researcher -- in this case, the graduate

student -- to fill in one of those missing pieces, the better to

provide the world with a complete picture.

Therein lie at least two difficulties: one, the puzzle

metaphor leads one into an epistemological swamp, and two, it

doesn't correspond with reality. We address these difficulties

one at a time.

First, the epistemological swamp. To address the puzzle

metaphor, we consider what a puzzle is, anyway. It is a
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recognizable picture that is broken into small pieces and

scrambled. When the picture is whole, either before it is broken

up or after it is reassembled, it is a representation of something,

and, when we look at it, we know immediately what it is. A

Rhennish castle, kittens, the solar system, whatever. In fact,

even when it is only partly assembled, we can tell what it is

supposed to be, and we know that blue sky pieces go at the top,

and we will not try to fit them into the wildflowers that we

know go at the bottom. Commonly, we have the photo on the box

as guide, so we know exactly what the puzzle should look like

when we are finished. Crucial point, worthy of repeating: before

we even start to assemble the thing, we know exactly what it

should look like when we have completed it.

Now, if research were anything like that, there would be

no point in doing it, would there? If we know the answer before

we have even begun - if we know the picture we are trying to

finish - then why bother to do the research? The questions are

already answered, and all we have to do is plug them in, fit the

puzzle pieces into their pre-determined spots, which everybody

already knows anyway.

This is, of course, consistent with the logical positivist

enterprise, which analyzes the world by breaking it apart and

putting it back together again, exactly as if it were a machine or

a puzzle. It assumes that there is a picture, and only one picture,

and that if we get all the pieces, we can put the picture together.

The picture is, for the positivists, "Reality." But, unlike the
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cardboard picture puzzle, the positivist puzzle has no box cover

with the completed picture on it, against which the researcher

can check the assembled pieces. Of course, it is previous

researchers who have determined the number, size, and shape

of those pieces, so these researchers have not exactly broken

apart an original picture (remember, there is no pre-established

completed picture, in this model), but are in fact fashioning

assorted puzzle pieces to be assembled, force-fitted if need be,

into some final design. The contention here is that the positivist

researcher does not put puzzle pieces together into a picture of

Reality, but rather bends and trims pieces, and fits them

together into a picture of the researcher's own making. This is

not dishonest, for, remember, there is no previously established,

known picture that the researcher is trying to reproduce.

Should the reader have gotten lost in that epistemological

swamp, for a swamp it is indeed, let us translate "puzzle pieces"

as "data" or "research articles," and the completed picture as

"theory."

Which brings us smack against the contradiction built into

classic positivist research. Supposedly, the purpose of research is

to test a null hypotheses to support or not to support a theory,

and indeed, careful journal articles of this sort always support or

reject the null, and the word "prove" is absent. There is never

any logically possible way to connect the theory to Reality, as

Guba and Lincoln (1988) have noted:
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Indeed, it is over this point that the conventional
paradigm suffers one of its major embarrassments. If
the test of validity of an inquiry is that its findings
should be isomorphic with reality, nothing would be
more persuasive than to demonstrate that
congruence. But to be able to do so implies that one
must know what reality is, and if one already knows
that, there is no point in doing a study to find it out.
(p. 102)

So the first, epistemological, difficulty with the metaphor

of literature review as unfinished puzzle is that the metaphor is

flawed, and teasing out its internal inconsistencies gives you a

headache.

The second difficulty with the missing-pieces metaphor of

the literature review is that it does not reflect reality. Not

always, anyway. A researcher can be located in a setting,

sometimes with a task or problem predetermined, and

sometimes not, but the fact that the researcher is actually on-

site and ready to go does not mean that anybody else has

written a thing about the problem with which the hapless

researcher is presently confronted. There may be thousands

upon thousands of articles in ERIC and other data bases, and an

equal number that didn't make it into the data bases, but it is

entirely possible that a conscientious search of all the above

yields not one single article that addresses previous inquiry into

the researcher's question at hand. Indeed, graduate students

have been known to redefine the research problem in order to

satisfy the requirement that their research be grounded in "the

literature." As the aforementioned member of my Master's
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committee admonished me, "if it isn't already in the literature,

it's not worth studying; nobody cares about it," a tacit admission

that the literature is vast, but that it does not address

everything. It has been 14 years since I was told that, and the

literature is even vaster, but it still does not address everything.

The study at hand is one of those for which there is no

body of literature that struggles with the subject herein

addressed: qualitative student evaluation of teachers in an

Honors College. For this review, no studies were found that

address all three of those elements:

qualitative methodology investigating

student ratings of instruction

within an Honors College.

There are, however, qualitative investigations of college

student life in settings other than an Honors College. There are

scores of quantitative studies that address student ratings of

instruction. There are a few studies that evaluate an entire

Honors College or Program, but none that focus on instructional

evaluation therein.

Because of the lack of work that overlays all the above

three elements (although some studies combine two of them, e.g.

a qualitative evaluation of non-honors teaching), this review will

examine selected studies from two areas:

Area 1 Qualitative methodology

Area 2 Student ratings of instruction



23

The above two areas take us far afield from honors in

higher education, the context of the present study (in fact, there

is no mention of honors colleges in the entire corpus that is

examined). So, to bring us back to the question at hand, we will

very briefly examine:

Area 3 Honors background and rationale

This third area looks into the literature that sets forth the

rationale for Honors education generally. The reason for

including this material is that it acknowledges some of the

foundational assumptions and working hypotheses, so to speak,

about the Honors setting in which this research is conducted.

Body of the Literature Review

Area 1: Qualitative Methodology

Qualitative versus quantitative approaches

First, let us clear up a terminological question. As used

here, "qualitative" includes all those methodologies included in

"quantitative or descriptive or naturalistic research . . . (known

as) postpositivistic, ethnographic, phenomenological, subjective,

case study, qualitative, hermeneutic, humanistic" (Wolcott, 1990,

p. 10). These approaches are not coterminous, but their

differences are not an issue here. What is of interest is that they

are all set in contrast to the quantitative, rationalist, positivist

paradigm. This paper will generally use "qualitative," but will
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sometimes use one of the other terms, just to avoid

terminological monotony.

The assumptions that an investigator brings to a

qualitative study are quite different from those that one brings

to a quantitative study. Guba and Lincoln (1982, p. 316) are

among those who have attempted to define the differences,

using the terms "rationalistic" and "naturalistic." Rationalistic

(quantitative, positivistic) axioms see reality as "single, tangible,

convergent, fragmentable." From the naturalistic position, reality

is "multiple, intangible, divergent, and holistic." The rationalistic

inquirer remains independent of the respondents, whereas the

naturalistic inquirer is inter-related with them. Truth

statements, for the rationalist, are "context-free generalizations -

- nomothetic statements -- (that) focus on similarities." For the

naturalist, truth statements are "context-bound working

hypotheses -- ideographic statements -- (that) focus on

differences." The rationalistic paradigm attributes or explains

action as stemming from "real causes (that are) temporally

precedent or simultaneous, manipulable, and probabilistic."

Attribution in the naturalistic paradigm sees not causes, but

"attributional shapers; interactive (feed-forward and feed-back);

non-manipulable; plausible." The rationalistic paradigm is value-

free, whereas the naturalistic paradigm is value-bound.

While the quantitative researcher operates within and is

supported by a clearly defined set of rules and appropriate

practices, the qualitative researcher operates within a larger
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system of understanding, with guidelines of its own. Guba and

Lincoln (1982), for example, propose that a naturalistic inquiry

(a subset or variety of qualitative research) is "trustworthy"

when criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability, and

confirmability are satisfied

(p. 326).

The most hide-bound quantitative studies are theory

driven, deductive hypothesis testing that prescribes and limits

the nature and scope of the types of questions that may be

asked, and the sorts of phenomena that may be observed and

recorded. The philosophy upon which quantitative research rests

is logical positivism, but social commentators (Smith, 1992;

Postman, 1993) have recast that outlook as "scientism," which

they distinguish from science. For Smith (1992), the difference

between science and scientism is that while

with science itself there can be no quarrel, scientism
is another matter. Whereas science is positive,
contenting itself with reporting what it discovers,
scientism is negative. It goes beyond the actual
findings of science to deny that other approaches to
knowledge are valid and other truths true.
(p. 16)

For Postman (1993),

(the) idea that a quantitative value should be
assigned to human thoughts (is) a major step toward
constructing a mathematical concept of reality (and)
a number can be given to the qualities of mercy,
love, hate, beauty, creativity, intelligence, even
sanity itself. . . I shall not argue here that this is a
stupid or dangerous idea, only that it is peculiar.

.
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What is even more peculiar is that so many of us do
not find the idea peculiar. (p. 13, my italics)

Scientism reduces all reality to that which can be counted,

assigning numerical values to all phenomena, which are

subsequently treated (statistically) as having the same precision

as measurements in the physical sciences. Theory driven

hypothesis testing insists upon numerical analysis, so

accordingly, the quantitative researcher produces numbers. For

McKnight (1990) , the problem is "the underlying issue of

reification: we know that much is lost and distorted in the

process of transforming complex concepts into numerical values"

(p. 57).

There is an important distinction to be made here,

between "methods" and "methodology." Guba and Lincoln (1988)

explicate it as follows. One's methodology is rooted in the world

view that the researcher brings to the task at hand, an

ontological and epistemological lens through which the

researcher understands the world. One's methods, on the other

hand, are simply the tools that one brings to the project. Guba

and Lincoln (1988) say that methods are like hammers and

pliers, tools that may be used in the pursuit of plumbing,

roofing, or carpentry. Admittedly, certain tools are more likely

to be found in certain research approaches (or construction

tasks), but the tools (methods) themselves do not define the

task.
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So it is that qualitative researchers also count things. The

difference is that the qualitative methodologies do not assign

numerical values to phenomena that are not naturally

(existentially?) "number-able." An ethnographer might well

make note of the number of Agriculture majors who participate

in a harvest festival, or the number of Sociology majors who

frequent a computer lab, with an eye to reporting the extent of a

behavior, or to convey that a practice is frequent, intense, or

enduring. Certainly the ethnographers of communication count

things like the number of self-disclosing remarks made by a

classroom teacher, and those with a quantitative bent will

analyze those statistically, while those in the qualitative camp

will let the, evidence speak for itself. What the qualitative

researcher does not do is devise a scale that transforms those

observations to ordinal or interval data, with corresponding

statistical analysis. The counting of qualitative data will be

addressed further in Chapter 3, methodology.

Some observers (Patton, 1990) hold that a blend of

quantitative and qualitative data or methods is most useful.

Patton has no problem combining both qualitative and

quantitative data in the same study, suggesting that such a

blend provides greater versatility for the researcher (p. 14).

Others, notably Guba (1987) disagree: "Thinking naturalistically

. . . requires a paradigm shift of revolutionary proportions that,

once made, inevitably changes both the meaning and practice of

evaluation in similarly revolutionary ways "(p. 26). For those
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who adhere to this position, the world views underlying

qualitative (humanist) and quantitative research are

incompatible.

The difference between qualitative methodology and

qualitative methods will be discussed further in Chapter 3, as

will suggestions that the tools from one group may be used by

the other, depending upon the task at hand.

If quantitative studies may be said to have statistical

power, qualitative studies may be said to have empathic power.

The reader of a well-written qualitative study can have a sense

of "been-there" identification with the events of the piece. To

illustrate the ability of a qualitative text to invoke an

experiential reaction, consider the four following studies. As

previously observed, the studies offered here do not investigate

instructional evaluation in an honors college, but they are

situated in college life, and their qualitative, humanistic world

view is of particular interest, and salient to this review.

Qualitative Studies in Campus Setting

Qualitative Research Study 1. Rhoads (1995) investigated

"Whales tales, dog piles, and beer goggles: An ethnographic case

study of fraternity life." The title first drew me to this article,

and therein lies a lesson in itself for prospective publishers of

research: a "grabber" can't hurt your readership. But the title

was only the beginning of a fascinating study. The analysis of

this article is twofold: first, to address the methodology, and
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second, to reflect on a problem that could conceivably affect all

graduate students and faculty, an ethical dilemma encountered

by Rhoads as he pursued his inquiry and sought to publish his

findings.

First, the methodological remarks. The author includes

considerable theoretical background vis a vis previous findings

in research among fraternity men and their attitudes toward

women. With respect to time in the field, Rhoads admits that it

can be hard to gain entry into the inner circles of a closed group

such as a fraternity with its tradition of secrecy, bonds of

.brotherhood, and (to use a systems term) fairly strong

boundary. But Rhoads had worked as a student affairs

professional for more than 11 years and because of this

intensive involvement with student life, "was able to participate

in fraternity activities right away without experiencing any

communication difficulties" (p. 311). He spent one full semester

with the fraternity that he calls Alpha Beta, using "formal

structured interviews, informal interviews, participant

observation, and discussions with several key informants" (p.

311). The interviews were taped and transcribed. The

transcriptions were given to the participants for clarification and

further comment. Roughly half of Alpha Beta's 60 members

were involved in either formal or informal interviews. Rhoads

participated in other fraternity activities such as parties and

"more private activities and rituals open only to a few outsiders

(and) conducted ongoing discussions with several key
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informants, who explained the significance of various fraternity

practices" (p. 311). Archives and documents were also examined,

including chapter minutes and other salient official and

unofficial writings. Altogether it seems that Rhoads investigated

every reasonable avenue of inquiry to gain information about

the fraternity.

He analyzed the data based on "Patton's (1980) discussion

of inductive categorization of qualitative data" (p. 312). Rhoads

"focused specifically on textual material either involving

fraternity members and women or comments directed at or

concerning women" (p. 311-312). And this is where things get

interesting. Up to this point, Rhoads has not said what he

planned to look for when he started his study. He chose Alpha

Beta because it had a "progressive" (p. 312) reputation, and he

expected that the study would yield positive results, but he does

not say with respect to what categories. I speculate that he was

doing "fishing trip" research: he wades into a setting, tosses an

ethnographic net, and then looks to see what he caught.

What he caught, he did not expect. He caught a very

unflattering picture of sexist attitudes, behavior, and rhetoric,

together with rampant heterosexism. This is clearly a case where

the research question develops in the process of the research,

and having noted it, the researcher returns to the scene,

reexamines the data, and tries to make sense of what has been

found. Rhoads ultimately found himself focusing on the
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members' attitudes and comments directed at or concerning

women.

Although Rhoads expected positive findings because of the

fraternity's progressive reputation, he had tapped into a vein of

male-power sexism, and therein lay his dilemma. "Should I, out

of obligation to my research participants ignore (the negative

findings) and focus on other cultural issues . . . or should I put a

concern for advancing understanding of fraternity exploitation

of women first? The choice was difficult, but I chose to do the

latter" (p. 312). The Alpha Beta brothers objected, and tried to

censor the findings. For almost a year, the University

(pseudonymed "Clement University," but the author is from

Michigan State) debated the issue. The Institutional Review

Board joined in the fracas. "After much discussion and debate,"

says Rhoads, "I was allowed to publish my findings." He adds

that he may explore the salient issues of "academic freedom,

research ethics, and the rights of researchers and subjects" at a

later date (p. 312). (Parenthetical note: as is customary in

qualitative writeups, Rhoads uses the first person, injecting

himself into the thick of things, which is, after all, where he

was.)

It is easy to see why the fraternity objected. Rhoads' thick

descriptions of sexist behavior, for example,

the other brothers stand up around the table and
mockingly grab their shirts with both hands, chest
high, with their pointer fingers and thumbs, and pull
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them in an outward direction to signify imaginary
breasts (and) sing their mocking song
(p. 307)

are sobering to any reader concerned with the degradation of

women. Rhoads is quite specific about what he observed

throughout his "research of fraternity life: (1) the promotion of

hostile representations of women and (2) the positioning of

women as passive participants" (p. 307). But as serious as these

findings are, the very act of bringing them to light posits ethical

dilemmas for the researcher.

Therein lies an area for fruitful future discussion.

Rhoads is included here as an example of a rich, evocative,

thorough qualitative study in a campus setting, and as an

example of the use of first-person reporting.

Qualitative Research Study 2. The second article in this

section is Anderson's (1995) "Portrait of student activism,"

selected both for its qualitative methodology on a campus

setting, and for its failings, from which we can hope to learn.

For those of us who remember the turmoil of student

activism during the Vietnam war protest years, a qualitative

article that sets out to examine student activism of today

through the lens of painful nostalgia is immediately appealing.

Certainly a person could talk to some key witnesses and get

some thick description, some transcripts rich with insight. A

person could also examine documents from the activist era and

delve deeply into the literature that sprang up around those
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divisive years. A person could spend a long time with prolonged

engagement and persistent observation with student activists of

today, and could consult with colleagues, pore over old letters --

well, a person could come up with a very engaging and rich

portrait of a small piece of what is going on today and compare

it with the record of what went on back then.

Unfortunately, the person who wrote this article did none

of the above. He got a good start in several directions but tried

to do too many things and then made the mistake of submitting

.his article to a journal that charges a considerable page fee. So

whether poor Anderson just wrote a flimsy piece or whether he

started with some really chewy material that was shaved down

to what he could afford to publish, we will never know. All we

can do is look at what was published and comment on it.

In the first place, the abstract is too grandiose for what

was published. The abstract refers to "this study" whereas it

would barely qualify for a term paper. "Findings confirm"

suggests that somebody "found" something of interest, although

Anderson reports less than what one would hear in casual

remarks at a faculty reception. And that "findings confirm" that

"those students who do strive to save the world are now

choosing more individual methods in their efforts to make a

difference" (p. 485) is inflated. We are given no reason to

conclude any such thing.

Anderson's literature review consists of three print

references and one interview with a faculty member who led a
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protest march in 1971. Not only does the author seem not to

have involved himself in extended activities that increase the

probability of high credibility, he seems to have devoted maybe

a whole afternoon to this endeavor. Worse, Anderson does not

even give the reader one direct quote from his conversation

with the venerable protest professor. The author does say that

he checks the campus newspaper to see what's going on

currently, and he describes the soapbox arrangement in the

campus mall, but he could do that without even leaving his

office.

For the fee that the journal charged him to print his article,

he could have given us some material of real insight. He could

have taped the interview with the professor from the protest

years, transcribed the tape, and simply set it (or parts of it)

before us for our consideration. Instead, he glosses in

unsupported generalities.

Example: Anderson tells us that "today's students give

evidence of what they can do as individuals. . . . Their efforts are

attempts to make sense out of the world in which they will soon

need to take responsibility" (p. 486). Maybe or maybe not, but

Anderson gives not one shred of material to support such

statements. He does quote from three sources, but a glance at his

reference list suggests that these are opinion pieces, not studies

in any serious sense.

- For me, the sad thing is (apart from having spent a day

trying to figure out how to review this article without sounding
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too self-righteous) that Anderson could have made a very small

-but genuinely useful contribution to the literature on college

student attitudes vis a vis activism today and in the past.

Anderson mentions in passing a peace-and-justice rally

advertised on his campus of 14,000 students when only one

student showed up! How much more meaningful it would have

been to have heard the words of the one student who went to

the peace and justice rally than to be fed this jumble of ill-

connected events and unsupported statements.

Anderson (1995) is included here as an example of a good

idea gone astray, and as a precursor to warnings about the

stability of some of the blocks in the pyramid of student ratings

literature, which will be discussed in the next section.

Qualitative Research Study 3. The third study in this

section is an evaluation piece. Rosaen and Schram (1995)

supervised and facilitated a group of seven candidates in an

integrated teacher education course taught by the authors. The

candidates met monthly with Rosaen and Schram to discuss

"questions that arise out of their own practice" (p. 80). Rosaen

and Schram apparently recorded these meetings, "apparently"

because although the authors refer to "edited excerpts," they do

not state explicitly that the sessions were recorded. Except for a

brief introduction and conclusion, the entire article is devoted to

transcripts of one of the meetings.

The session is reported verbatim, but edited "to eliminate

wordiness and redundancy of ideas," and "substantial portions of
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the conversation" are deleted (p. 88). There are positive and

negative elements to the resulting article. The first - positive

element is that the authors have a long, close, and frequent

contact with the group. There are two authors, which provides

two legs of a triangulation process. Because this is a transcript,

there is no "thick" description, although there is "thick"

transcription. "Thick," here, is the term used by anthropologists,

referring to the writing style beloved of field researchers, for

whom richness of, and attention to detail, is the sine qua non. It

contrasts with "thin" description: watery, diluted, lacking life.

The script was edited, but it is impossible to tell where. It flows

smoothly. The second positive element is a very strong sense of

reality and honesty of reporting, a fresh candor from the words

of the participants, for example, (referring to assessment on a

report card), "The teachers now, all they do is check , check,

check plus, check plus, blah blah blah" (p. 83). The realistic

rhetoric locks the report into a grounded reality to which a

reader readily relates. The reader gets a very clear sense of the

struggles of these candidates to integrate theory and practice.

A third positive element is the instructional value of

reading the study, and examining the ways in which the Cheryl,

the facilitator, interacted with the group, drawing out those who

were more silent, rephrasing questions, and "herding" (my word)

the participants to stay on the topic of the day (in this case,

assessment). There is great value in reading how Cheryl moved

in and out of the discussion. It is instructive to observe the
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contrast between the quantitative researcher's "hands off" policy

and the very deliberate involvement of the qualitative

researcher in this instance.

But that brings up the negative elements. First and

foremost is the question, how did the authors select which

portions of the gathering to report? They do not indicate the

degree to which the reported conversation typified the group

discussions for the whole year. They do not report having shown

the edited transcript to the students, to confirm the choice of

passages to include and the fairness of the editing. It is logically

possible that the students might object that the authors chose

passages that bias the report towards the authors' preferences,

but perhaps it borders on paranoia to wonder about that.

Anne Russell of Australia (1994) agrees that focus groups

are an appropriate method for instructional evaluation. "The

synergy created by the participants provides a range of

qualitatively different conceptions of a phenomenon" (p. 1).

Further, Russell noted when she spoke at OSU that it is very

important to let long pauses go undisturbed because commonly

after the pause, important material will start to surface. This

brings up a methodological question in Rosaen and Schram, with

respect to either the facilitating or the reporting. Were there any

such pauses?

Rosaen and Schram do not evaluate the worth of the focus

groups, although it is reasonable to assume they value them

highly, having spent a year involved in the process. But they do
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not tell us how well the groups worked. Perhaps this is an

intuitive deconstructionism that refuses to reconstruct. Neither

do they comment on the questions raised and ideas expressed

by the participants, simply letting them stand on their own,

presented, as it were, for the reader's own reaction. It is the

reader's own reaction that provides any transferability of this

text to another situation, strong recognition response that the

article raises issues that are salient "here" too.

This reader had a strong reaction on one side issue. The

reported speaking style of the participants was occasionally

atrocious: "I'm, like OK, and then I know what to look for ....so

I'm like 'No!' " (p. 82). Although such excursions into "Valley

Girl" rhetoric did not typify the text, a reader might wonder

about the fluency of the English of these teachers-in-training.

What is their spelling like?

The main value of this article for this paper is that it

illustrates a way of getting at and reporting information. It is

very straightforward and simple: record a group, transcribe and

edit the text, and call it an article. The results are very rich in

nuance as they express the reflections of these teacher

candidates. The text may be "raw," but it has the ring of truth.

Area 2: Student Ratings of Instruction

The body of literature that addresses student evaluation of

instruction in colleges and universities is old and vast. Indeed,

"student ratings have been studied to death" (Cohen, 1990, p.
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123), an "incredibly vast literature" (p. 127). If you were to

visualize it in terms of physical shape, the literature corpus

would be pyramidal, with global differences between the layers

of the pyramid. It would be roughly chronological, with the older

studies at the bottom, the newest at the top. The bottom layer

extends back to the 1940's, and the top is the immediate

present. The studies would vary in type, as well. Those at the

bottom would tend to be primary-level work, by which I mean a

single study addressing one or two research questions. Those in

the middle tend to be quasi-replications of earlier studies and

overviews of collected studies, with a large cluster of meta-

analyses of collected literature, especially in the 1970's and

1980's. Nearer to the top, you would find the overviews of the

overviews, and mega-analyses, some of which seem to be

drifting into the clouds of deconstruction. There are, of course,

recent studies that are primary in nature, and although they are

new, they fit conceptually into the lower levels because they do

not re-analyze previous research.

An example will illustrate the extent to which the upper

layers rely upon the solidity of the lower ones. I have on my

desk a review by Cashin (1995) with 67 references, including a

reference to a mega-analysis by Centra (1993), also on my desk.

Centra's text lists 235 references, including 15 meta-analyses by

Feldman. I looked at five of Feldman's meta-analyses, and

counted the references in those five studies: 405 references in

those five alone. So, following the trail of studies through only
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one reference item in one article, the reader encounters at least

705 entries. It is a given that there are duplications in the

reference lists consulted, but the impact is stunning: the quality

of conclusions and postulations at the top of the pyramid are

rooted in the quality of the work at the bottom.

The foundation upon which our pyramid rests is the

question of validity. If the primary studies, upon which rest the

glittering array of meta-analyses, are shaky with respect to

validity, if the base is yanked out from under, the whole edifice

comes tumbling down. Similarly, the "blocks" of our pyramid, the

research and subsequent analysis, tend almost universally to be

constructed from rational, quantitative, logical positivist stone,

with "the scientific method" the mortar that holds it together. If

the stone and mortar crumble (under the light of a postmodern

sun?), the entire enterprise is dust. Reminded of that caveat, let

us begin our exploration.

We will look at sample studies addressing three issues that

represent some of the major concerns addressed in the arena of

student evaluations of college instruction.

-First, we will examine a sampling of studies that inquire

into sources of bias that might affect validity.

-Second, we will examine a sampling of studies that

address the reliability of teacher evaluations.

-Third, we will sample the studies that concern

themselves with procedural matters.
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Validity studies

First, then, we look at studies that inquire into possible

sources of bias, things that might invalidate the whole teaching

evaluation enterprise. This is an enormous subset of the teaching

evaluation literature, because it is a commonplace that

evaluation forms aren't worth the paper they're printed on. The

day before this writing, I heard members of a task force on

teaching assessment state flatly that the forms presently used at

this institution are a farce, worse than worthless, and "don't

measure a darned thing." Ritzer (1996) dismisses teaching

evaluations as nothing but popularity contests, that "tend to

favor professors who are performers. . . who do not demand too

much from their students" (p. 65). So the question has been, for

many years, urgent: what about the validity of teacher

evaluations?

Here, we will examine five possible sources of invalidity, of

bias: gender, grades, differences between disciplines, behavior

and personality correlates, and a new construct, "time-valued."

Gender We begin with gender. To what extent do the

gender of teacher and of students bias the students' evaluation

of the instructor? Cashin (1995) and Centra (1993), in their

summaries of studies that examine gender as a possible source

of bias, both conclude that gender of the instructor is a variable

not related to student ratings. Both note that differences have

been found in some studies, but that these vary in direction and

are slight at best. That is, sometimes one gender appears to be
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rated slightly more highly than the other, and sometimes

students of one gender tend to be more generous in their ratings

than students of the other, but the overview of the literature

suggests that gender has not been found to bias ratings of

instructors. One gender studies overview and one gender study

will be examined here.

Gender Study 1: An Overview. At odds with the

conclusions drawn by Centra (1993) and Cashin (1995) that

gender bias is not confirmed in the student ratings literature,

The Women's Resource Center at the University of Utah

(undated) "collected and reviewed more than 50 articles on

gender and teaching from the scholarly literature in psychology,

sociology, and education" (p. 1) in an effort to tease out the

effect of gender stereotypes in teaching evaluations. They

produced a reference list with entries dating as recently as

1989, (which perhaps hints at the date of their collection) and

abstracts of nine selected studies. Although it is reasonable to

assume that the abstracts are those that originally accompanied

the articles, it is possible that they were written expressly for

The Women's Resource Center's review.

The interpretation of the studies from the point of view of

the Women's Resource Center differs from that of Cashin (1995)

and Centra (1993). For the Women's Resource Center, the main

theme in the collected studies is that "women instructors must

walk a tightrope between fitting the stereotype of 'woman' and

fitting the stereotype of 'instructor"' (p. 1). In the studies that
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found women faculty rated higher than male faculty, the

Women's Center saw "a constant contradiction in the research

findings between the behaviors which are perceived by students

as friendly and nurturant and those that are seen as competent,

yet both are expected of women" (p. 1).

Here is an illustration of the validation, so to speak, of the

constructivist paradigm. Males (Cashin and Centra) and females

(can we assume that the authors of the Women's Resource

Center review are women?) look at the same body of literature,

and from it, construct very different meanings. An examination

of the abstracts included in the Women's Center review suggests

methodological difficulties in some studies, e.g. ecological

validity problems when laboratory experiments are generalized

to the real world, and the possibly confounding influence of

academic discipline and level of class. Possible methodological

problems do not mean that there is no gender stereotyping at

work in a given study, but rather that the study either failed to

find it, or that the study found it via a problematic path.

The Women's Resource Center (undated) is included here

as an example of a genre that is occasionally seen, an effort to

find meaning in a body of literature. It is a reminder that we do

not all create the same meaning from the same input.

The Women's Resource Center featured studies up to 1989.

We now examine a more recent study that examines the impact

of gender on student ratings of instruction.
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Gender Study 2. A primary study that is fairly new, Tatro

also (1995) comes to conclusions that are at odds with Centra

(1993) and Cashin (1995). Tatro's study is too recent to have

been included in their summaries, but that is not the only reason

this is an interesting study. It is, alas, flawed in several respects.

Tatro sets about testing two hypotheses: first, that male

instructors would receive higher ratings than female instructors,

and second, that female students would give higher ratings than

male students. Tatro's assumptions are that when one sex is

rated higher than the other, bias must be involved. When

possible reasons are offered for any perceived difference, Tatro

does not include the logical possibility that the more highly

rated sex has in fact done a better teaching job (p. 169). The

assumption that there is a bias serves as a bias itself. The

literature review is skewed because Tatro weighs results from

single primary studies as heavily as conclusions drawn from

meta-analyses of many studies. (A person not familiar with the

literature would not be aware of that inconsistency.) The

research design is not fully described. Sixteen faculty members

(eight males, eight females) agreed to have their students (n=

537) evaluate them. The faculty members were all volunteers

The process was very elaborate, far more than a routine teacher

evaluation would be, involving a briefing, consent forms for

everybody, and an extensive debriefing , which could raise the

procedure to an unnatural level of attention or concern, with

subsequent impact on the results. The instrument Tatro used



45

was an eleven-item questionnaire whose validity the author

admits is not established. However, a glance at the questionnaire

shows immediately that four of the eleven items tap into

stereotypical "female" traits, e.g "I feel that the instructor cares

about the students," "I feel this instructor is enthusiastic about

teaching." It includes an item asking the students to rate the

instructor's knowledge of the subject matter, an item that Centra

(1993, p.57) has identified as considered an inappropriate

question to ask students.

Tatro's first hypothesis was not supported, but the second

was. Female instructors received higher ratings than male

instructors (the hypothesis was that males would be more highly

rated), but female students gave higher ratings than male

students

A serious omission in Tatro's analysis is that no mention is

made of any difference in ratings for teachers from different

academic disciplines. As will be seen later in this paper,

significant differences do exist in ratings of courses in the

different disciplines, and Tatro's sixteen teachers represent "a

wide variety of disciplines" (p. 170). It is possible that Tatro's

significant results are confounded by the already established

differences in ratings between different academic departments.

Do women cluster in certain departments that have been found

to receive higher ratings? Or is the directionality in the other

direction?
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Tatro's discussion stretches the findings thinner than may

be appropriate. To say that "gender of the instructor is a

significant predictor of evaluation," and that "attention must be

paid to the composition of the class as well as the sex of the

instructor when interpreting student evaluations. . . ." (p. 172),

based on sixteen volunteer teachers, is an overstatement.

Cautionary suggestions would sound more appropriate.

As a female who should be affirmed by Tatro's findings, I

am none the less disappointed. The results rest on too flawed a

scaffold, and while it would be naive to contend that gender is

irrelevant, the more prudent position would seem to be a

noncommittal position. The meta-analyses earlier cited do not

suggest any consistent results, and if the studies on which they

rest are as questionable as Tatro's we have not much to stand on

no matter which position we take.

Tatro (1995) is included here as an example of a current

study on a vital aspect of teaching evaluation, but one that is

problematic. A reminder, again: the stones in the pyramid vary

in their solidity.

Grades. Tatro brought up the question of grades as a

source of contamination in teacher evaluation, and it is one of

the more heavily researched issues in this literature. It is to the

impact of grades on ratings that we now turn. Centra's (1993)

mega-review of the literature and Cashin's (1995) summary

paper note that "there tend to be positive, but low correlations

(.10 to .30) between students' ratings and expected grades"
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(Cashin, 1995, p. 5). Cashin makes a commonsense suggestion

with respect to lenience: "have peers (faculty knowledgeable in

the subject matter ) review the course material, (exams, graded

work) and judge whether grades are inflated" (p. 5, author's

italics), which neatly separates the grade and rating issues. Here,

we look at three studies that combine them, and a flurry of

recent studies and analyses that resurrect some old "deception

studies," and which generate an interesting confrontation. These

are offered in chronological order.

Grades Study 1. Howard and Maxwell's (1980) study is

intriguing because they square off with the prevailing wisdom of

the literature of the time, which held that teachers could

improve their ratings simply by relaxing their grading

standards. Grade inflation, went the argument, bought higher

ratings. This, Howard and Maxwell called the "grading leniency

bias model." They suggested that the same data from which the

leniency bias model derived, could be interpreted in at least two

other ways. First, higher grades could result from better

teaching (an intuitively reasonable thought), and second, that

characteristics of the students themselves (for example, a

student's enthusiasm for the subject matter) could result in both

higher grades and higher ratings. And of course, student

enthusiasm can be generated by enthusiastic teaching.

What they are talking about is the postulated existence of

a third or fourth variable, which may interact such that although

the higher grades do not necessarily cause higher ratings, it
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appears that higher grades and higher ratings covary with

respect to the additional variable. "Simply stated, " they write,

"the teacher effectiveness and student characteristics models

articulate the implicit assumptions most serious educators have

always endorsed: (a) good teaching leads to better student

learning, (b) greater student motivation leads to better learning,

(c) greater student learning results in higher grades, and (d)

greater student learning leads to greater student satisfaction,"

and to higher rating of the teacher.

Reasonable argument alone doth not fine research make,

so Howard and Maxwell utilized the IDEA data base. IDEA

(Instructional Development and Effectiveness Assessment) is a

widely used instructional evaluation system, with a data base

available for research purposes. These authors' sample was

200,000 students in 8551 courses at 58 colleges. They note that

because any given college's use of IDEA is voluntary, these do

not constitute randomly selected students. Still, 200,000 is an

impressive sample size and there is no immediately apparent

reason that the 58 colleges differed in any important respect

from those that do not use IDEA, except that because they pay

for the use of the system, they are committed in some way to

instructional evaluation.

This is the sort of analysis that would not have been

possible before computers. The authors use the magic wand of

path analysis, a statistical procedure that identifies the nature of

connections between variables. They note that correlation does
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not establish causality (and "there are many correlates of

student satisfaction, of which grades are but one," p. 818) but

that path analysis lends credence to claims of causality. And

indeed, path analysis suggested that they were right: higher

grades do not "cause" higher teacher ratings, but the two do

covary. Teaching effectiveness and student characteristics

interact to impact both grades and instructor ratings.

Unfortunately, a thorough analysis of Howard and

Maxwell's work requires a high level of statistical knowledge,

especially the finer points of path analysis. Lacking that, the

reader still resonates to the reasonableness of their argument. A

better teacher with more motivated students ought to effect

more learning, which should be reflected both in the student's

earning higher grades and the teacher's earning higher ratings.

This is not to argue that good teaching "causes" higher ratings,

but that good teaching and higher ratings covary. A counter

theory would suggest that a good teacher allows students to be

more fully engaged, which would generate greater student

motivation, which would lead to greater learning and higher

grades. Can one not suggest that such a teacher would deserve

higher ratings? The relationships are complicated.

Howard and Maxwell (1980) are included here because of

the reasonableness of their highly creative thinking, which

informs their entire study.

Grades Study 2. The argument continues with DuCette and

Kenney (1982), who set out to replicate the results they had
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seen across previous studies. Would they, like others, find a

strong correlation between grades and teacher ratings? They

begin by introducing what they call "ecological validity," which

they see lacking in some previous studies. They illustrate rather

than define the term, but it seems to be that the components of

a study must be appropriately related to each other. They note,

for example, that a study is not ecologically valid when the

researcher claims that the students' grades influenced their

evaluation of the teacher, if the students in fact submitted their

evaluations before they knew their grades, a failing they claim is

built into many previous studies. To use as a variable the grade

a student expects to receive, however, is ecologically valid

because the student's expectations precede in time the student's

rating of the teacher. Similarly, to generalize a controlled

experiment to a real-life setting is ecologically invalid. Some

observers might hold that the concept of ecological validity

sounds like construct validity, if the argument is the "goodness"

of the construct.

DuCette and Kenney used the 35-item Course Comments

Questionnaire (CCQ) for their evaluation instrument. They

include the history of the validation and factor analyses of the

instrument. They analyzed data from 5,878 students in 456

classes, primarily from the Department of Education at Temple

University. The CCQ contains items of student satisfaction, which

satisfied the authors' insistence on ecological validity. The

adequacy of their statistical analysis can be judged only by a
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person conversant with a varimax rotated principal components

matrix, but the logic of their discussion is available to those who

speak simpler English.

DuCette and Kenney note that there is a chicken and egg

problem: which comes first, student dissatisfaction, or low

grades? They hold with Howard and Maxwell (1980) that

"students who have learned more in a course should expect

higher grades," and that "students who expect higher grades

think that the teacher was a more effective instructor, and rate

him or her higher" (p. 313). Their primary conclusion is that "the

ratings a student gives to an instructor and to a course are

somewhat determined by the grade the student expects to

obtain in the course" (p. 314). Given the enormous amount of

impressive statistical work that preceded it, that conclusion

(especially the modifier "somewhat") seems sort of deflated.

Results from a factor analysis are only as good as the variables

employed, so their modesty is appropriate. Do the variables they

included reflect the construct of "teaching effectiveness?" They

did succeed in doing what they set out to do: confirm (although

not replicate) previous findings.

Incidentally, the logical positivist bias that underlies

DuCette and Kenney is suggested by their seemingly obvious

remark "Ideally, teaching evaluations should be based on

teaching effectiveness" (p. 308). Of course they should, but

what this statement rests on is the assumption that there is

something "out there" called "teaching effectiveness;" and that
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"teaching effectiveness" can be measured, and value assigned, to

be used for comparative purposes and decision making. Whether

or not this is a flaw in their study depends upon the world view

of the person asking the question.

DuCette & Kenny (1982) are included here because they

illustrate the ambiguity of much of the evaluation research, and

because they introduce what was to me a new concept, ecological

validity.

Grades Study 3. The third and last article concerned with

the impact of grades on teacher evaluation is Beatty and Zahn

(1990). They appear at first to combine inquiry about the impact

of grades with the interdisciplinary issues to be addressed later

in this paper. The first sentence in the abstract is that "research

indicates that student ratings of mathematics and science

instructors are significantly lower than those of their

counterpart on social science and the humanities. Frequently,

communication instructors' ratings are among the highest in

their respective colleges"(p. 275). They go on to note that the

high ratings arouse suspicions that communications classes lack

rigor. In the last two sentences of the article, the authors

conclude that "experts in communication should be expected to

be better teachers than those who are not experts. This research

supports the validity of that expectation" (p. 281, authors'

italics). Having taught public speaking, I was eager to read how

the authors got from the observation that opens their abstract to

their final conclusion.
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But immediately after their literature review, and

abandoning their abstract, the authors shift focus from the

difference in ratings among departments (math, science vs

speech, social science) to ratings within speech communications

classes themselves. It was disappointing because the

interdisciplinary question raised in the opening sentences of the

abstract had caught my interest. They proposed to look at

student perceptions of speech communication instructors, to

determine correlations between student ratings and student

reports of the grade they were earning, and the possible causal

relationship between those variables. I wished they had stuck to

their original question.

Subjects were two hundred and eighty-two students in "a

wide variety of communication courses across three separate

universities" (p. 277). "Teachers' credibility" was operationalized

by the score on an instrument (p. 277, no validity information

given) which was specifically designed to measure the construct.

At this point it is confusing as to why they measured teachers'

credibility, inasmuch as they said they were going to measure

"correlations between student ratings and student reports of the

grade they were earning" (p. 277). Evidently they determined

that instructor credibility was now the construct of interest but

why?

Students were asked to "choose the grade you think you

would receive in the course if grades were computed right now"

(authors' italics). This question was asked six weeks into the
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term (= time one) and again at the end of the term (= time two).

Because of a high level of ambiguity in the authors' terminology,

it is difficult to assess what follows in the article. The authors

state that "correlations between students' self reports of

performance and their reports of the final course grade they

expected to receive substantiated the validity of their responses"

(p. 279). What does "self reports of performance mean?" The

rating of instructor credibility? Some other measure not

mentioned in the article? After an initial week of careful

examination of this article, and studying it again two years

later, I remain baffled as to the connection between "self-

reported performance level" and "expected final grade."

The "results" section continues to refer to three, not two,

measurements taken: self-reported performance, teacher

credibility, and "student perceptions of performance" (p. 280).

The previous variable, expected final grade, is not mentioned in

the results section. The ambiguity of terminology confuses the

statements of results (at least for this reader). Still, the authors

found simple correlations between self-reported performance

and teacher credibility factors significant at time one but not at

time two. "While students' initial perceptions linked sociability

and performance, the magnitude of the relationship was small

and tended to disappear toward the end of the semester" (p.

280). Further, "students do not appear to base their evaluations

on teachers' sociability. Instead, students' self-reported
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performance levels are influenced by teachers' sociability" (p.

281). Where and why did "sociability" enter the equation?

This is a difficult study to evaluate because even if it is

flawless, the article that reports it is very confusing. Perhaps it

was severely edited due to space limitations that did not permit

adequate explication. Further, I could not identify more than two

variables in the original statements about methods (teacher

credibility and self-reports of student's expected grade),

although the authors mention several variables using several

names. The "measures" section contained not only a description

of the instrument(s?) used, but also abundant reporting of

results from the study, which contributed to my confusion. Are

results not supposed to be reported in the "results" section?

Originally I considered not using this study in this paper, but

decided that the report itself was so flawed that it was

instructive in its deficiencies.

Guidelines for article evaluation (e.g., those distributed in

School of Education research methods courses) highlight "clarity"

as a major factor. An article like this illustrates the importance

of clarity. Lacking clearly stated problems, hypotheses,

assumptions, limitations, research design, results, and

conclusions, an article provides the reviewer with too little

substance. Incidentally, this journal is well respected, according

to faculty in Speech Communications at Oregon State University.

As already noted, the authors conclude that "experts in

communication should be expected to be better teachers than
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those who are not experts. This research supports the validity of

that expectation" (p. 281). One is tempted to say something

about the clarity of writing that we might expect from "experts

in communication."

One also hopes that articles such as the above will not be

expected to carry much weight in their place in the pyramid.

Why were Beatty and Zahn (1990) included? To illustrate

that a study can start out with an intriguing question and then

fall apart, and still manage to be published. It reminds us to be

humble when we assert that "studies have shown . . . ."

Grades Study 4. and the deception debate. One of the more

intriguing debates in the evaluation literature is the frankly

contentious argument centered around a series of studies that

involved manipulating student grades in an effort to establish a

cause-effect relationship between grades and teacher

evaluations. The argument was considered settled, in the

literature at large, but was reopened by Greenwald and Gillmore

(1997) and hotly debated in a special issue of American

Psychologist (November, 1997). A subsequent article in the Jan.

16, 1998 Chronicle of Higher Education addressed the debate

with a misleading headline: "New Research Casts Doubt on Value

of Student Evaluations of Professors" (p. A-12). The Chronicle of

Higher Education article certainly quoted Greenwald and

Gilimore's position in that headline, but the article included

observations and objections from certain individuals (some of

whom appear in this review, for example, Theall and Marsh)
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who disagree strongly with the assertion made by the headline.

(The Chronicle also spelled the name of one of the authors

differently than it appeared in American Psychologist: "Gilmore,"

with one "1".) The studies to which Greenwald and Gillmore refer

will not be examined in individual detail here, but rather, an

important commonality will be extracted from them, together

with the gauntlet flung by Greenwald and Gillmore (1997).

Basically, Greenwald and Gillmore have resurrected a

flurry of studies that involve deception of students. Students

were led to believe they were given grades other than what

they actually had earned, and these perceived (unearned, false)

grades were correlated with the student evaluations of the

teachers. The conclusion was that grade inflation produced

higher teaching evaluations, or, as Greenwald and Gillmore put it

in bold print as their primary conclusion, "Yes, I Can Get

Higher Ratings by Giving Higher Grades" (p. 1214).

Greenwald and Gillmore (1997) mention six deception

studies. I was able to locate four of them: Chacko (1983), Holmes

(1972), Vasta and Sarmiento (1979), and Worthington and Wong

(1979).

What these deception studies have in common is as

follows. First, they are conducted in the classroom, the natural

setting, not in a laboratory. Second, they all involve

manipulation of student grades in such a way that students are

led to believe they received one grade, when in fact, they

received another. Sometimes this was done by shifting the
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grades of an entire section so that they were higher or lower

than those of a different section of the same class, and

sometimes it was done by shifting the grades of individual

students within the same class section. In none of the deception

studies I examined were the students tricked into believing that

they had earned a higher course grade than they had earned,

only to have the rug yanked out from under them when the real

grades were assigned. In all cases, students ended up with the

higher grade, earned or not. Also, these tended to be either one-

shot events, conducted within one class session, where students

received artificial grades on one quiz immediately prior to filling

out an instructional evaluation; or, one or another sections of a

class were given artificially low grades all term, and then filled

out their instructional evaluations. In all studies, having

completed the evaluations, the students were told what their

real grades were, and were apprised of the deception. According

to the researchers, students reacted favorably and found the

research both fun and intriguing.

The results of all the deception studies supported the

notion that lenient grading can "buy" higher teacher evaluations.

Note that the argument is not that students with better teachers

will earn better grades, but that if students are given grades

that are higher. or lower than they actually earned, they will

evaluate the teacher accordingly.

Greenwald and Gillmore (1997) see much merit in these

studies. For them, the deception studies present data that
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support their own position, as above, that grading leniency will

produce higher teacher ratings. They acknowledge that because

of ethical concerns in today's research practice, these studies

would never be approved by Human Subjects Committees, but

they insist that the deception studies have never been

disproven. Of cousre, neither do they "prove." For Greenwald and

Gilimore, the challenge is to design studies that will pass ethical

muster, but that set out to confirm the conclusions of the

deception studies. And they make their argument quite

pointedly in an article by Greenwald (1997) that opens, sort of

keynotes, the November, 1997, American Psychologist.

Needless to say, they do not go unchallenged. The entire

journal issues is devoted to presenting opposing and counter-

opposing views, with rejoinders from other participants included

at the end of each article. Other parties invited into the debate

include Marsh and Roche, d'Apollonia and Abrami, and

McKeachie, all included in the same November, 1997 American

Psychologist. In turn, they all, most courteously, yet ferociously,

rip into Greenwald and Gillmore's arguments. The data, they do

not challenge, but the conclusions, they do. The main contention

of Greenwald and Gillmore's opponents is that through path

analysis and multi-section studies, such as those included in this

literature review, the question has been settled in the literature:

grading leniency has not been shown to yield higher teacher

evaluations.
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At this writing, the debate continues furiously. Let no one

say that nothing of interest ever happens in education

psychology literature.

Academic discipline. The third validity and bias concern to

be addressed here involves the impact of the academic discipline

of the class, of the teacher who is being evaluated. Beatty and

Zahn (1990), above, and the lengthy reviews by Cashin (1995)

and Centra (1993) note that students do rate different academic

fields differently. And that is the title of the first of three

articles to be reviewed in this section: "Students do rate

different academic fields differently," Cashin (1990).

Discipline study 1. Cashin (1990) starts with his conclusion,

which he then supports, and moves to his main question, which

he then answers seven different ways. "Students do rate

academic fields differently, " he states. "What is not clear is why"

(p. 113). His is a primary study, in that it does not re-work data

or logic from previous studies, but the starting point where he

stands is based on over three decades of previous work. That

students do rate different academic fields differently is

apparently one of the few statements that emerge unchallenged

from the huge pyramid of student ratings literature, but Cashin

is not content to rest on earlier findings. Instead, he goes into

the IDEA data bank to analyze 87,843 classes in 44 fields from

316 colleges, and into the SIR (Student Instructional Report)

data bank from the Educational Testing Service, and analyzes
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several thousand more classes. The SIR data are reported

differently from the IDEA data, but about 12,000 classes are

included. Cashin's results are neatly tabulated (p. 116, 117) to

show that indeed, certain disciplines are rated higher than

others, and that this holds true when ratings for instructor are

separated from ratings for the course. Cashin used five ranks,

high, medium-high, medium, medium low, and low. Consistent

with previous literature, the arts, communications, health, and

home economics courses are rated highest; chemistry,

engineering, math, physics, and philosophy (!)3 courses are rated

lowest. Ratings for instructors tended to parallel ratings for

courses (students do distinguish between the two), with the

curious exception of architecture. Architecture is rated in the

highest group for course effectiveness, and the lowest for

instructor effectiveness. The main thrust of Cashin's data is to

provide a gigantic affirmation study of the global findings of the

literature to date. Because academic discipline is virtually the

only variable that studies consistently identify as having a

significant and strong effect on instructor and course evaluation,

it is worth verifying the findings.

In his discussion section, however, Cashin moves beyond

the data to address his puzzlement about ratings differences

among academic disciplines: "what is not clear is why." He moves

first into attribution theory, citing research that indicates that

3 This is in direct contrast to the Philosophy Department at OSU, which
enjoys a reputation for excellence in teaching!
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"as grades decrease, students more frequently attribute their

poor performance to factors external to themselves" (p. 118).

Second, he suggests that perhaps students' quantitative skills are

less developed than their verbal skills. Third, he suggests that

when students do not do well in the earlier courses in a

sequence (and some departments stress sequential courses),

they perform poorly in later courses. Fourth, he notes that the

course content in some disciplines is much more clearly defined

than in others: "There is probably much more agreement on the

course content for Calculus 1 than for American History 1" (p.

119) and that students may rate courses higher when there is

room for more possible correct answers. Fifth, Cashin wonders if

different majors tend to attract different types of students,

whose personality differences lead them to rate teachers higher

or lower. (Papers that address student personality

characteristics as a possible source of bias are sampled later in

this paper.) Sixth, Cashin notes that some courses are

deliberately designed to weed out students, and that these

courses and their instructors might be rated lower. Seventh, and

last, maybe "some academic fields are poorly taught" (p. 119)

because higher salaries in the corporate world can lure

engineers and hard scientists away from teaching. He concludes

that a combination of these and other factors probably interact

to produce the disciplinary differences.

Cashin (1990) is included here because his position in the

pyramid is interesting. On the one hand, he is at the bottom
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because he is analyzing raw data from two huge data banks. But

he starts from an observation about global conclusions from

previous studies, which jumps him to the middle levels. Not

satisfied to sit in the middle, he moves into speculation as to

why the results are the way they are, so there he is at the top.

Discipline Study 2. Hativa's (1996a) study does not address

teacher evaluations, but it does address teacher behaviors in two

different types of disciplines, pure and applied. As such, it is a

nice bridge between the academic discipline section and the

teacher characteristics section of this paper. Furthermore, it is a

small qualitative study, which provides a contrast to the

foregoing large quantitative studies, and is therefore of

methodological interest.

Hativa (1996a) recognized that courses with different

content might require different teaching methods, and set about

to compare two classes that were different yet had much in

common. She selected physics and engineering because they

were "matching" disciplines (p. 2), in that the one (physics) sets

forth the theory that is applied in the other (engineering). Hativa

compared two award-winning male professors, thus eliminating

biases of gender or teaching ability. The courses were also

similar in their academic difficulty level (300-level classes) and

number of prerequisites.

The selection of these professors makes intuitive sense,

even in this qualitative study with a sample of two. "Matching"

in the sense of random selection within certain predetermined
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categories might not be necessary in qualitative research, but

when one is setting out to compare two phenomena, it seems

reasonable to try to avoid comparing apples and oranges, such as

a teacher in a dance studio and a one in a physics lecture.

(Though I must add parenthetically that it is reasonable to

compare apples and oranges on several dimensions, e.g. cost per

pound, vitamin content, shelf life, and any number of criteria. It

is important not to take our metaphors too seriously.)

Hativa's (1996a) study is actually an ethnography of

communication. She selected two lectures at random, one from

each of the professors, videotaped, and transcribed them.

Triangulation was achieved by using one other person to analyze

the tapes, and by interviewing the instructors regarding the

lessons. A computer software program was used to "count the

frequency of occurrence of particular terms in each lesson and

the total number of words and paragraphs" (p. 3).

One comment about counting paragraphs: I know from

brief experience transcribing tapes that paragraphs do not exist

until the material is transcribed. It is the transcriber who

decides what constitutes a paragraph. So "counting" paragraphs

with a computer sounds suspect to me because the researcher

put those paragraphs there in the first place. Counting use of

certain words is more straightforward, but potentially as suspect

because words are taken out of context. Even in qualitative

research, according to Silverman (1993) it is legitimate to count

because that way the reader can be assured that the phenomena
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being discussed are in fact representative of the general event,

not anomalies pulled out by the researcher to demonstrate- a

predetermined point. Hativa counts the number of times each

professor uses technical terminology in his lecture.

Hativa combines word counts with her own understanding

of basic physics and engineering vocabulary. She identifies

differences between the material presented in the pure

(physics) as opposed to the applied (engineering) lectures. The

engineer used more words because he talked while pointing to

overheads and slides. The physicist spent more time writing

silently on the board. The physics professor used more "generic"

terms and technical terms that the students were supposed to

have learned in earlier courses, while the engineering professor

used and defined more new terms. An example of the use of

"counting" in qualitative research is Hativa's finding that 95% of

the terms used in the physics lesson and 82.5% of those used in

the engineering" were terms not used in daily life"

(p. 5). Her findings suggest that Cashin (1990) may have been

on the right track when he addressed students' verbal facility:

fluidity in everyday English is not enough for a student to be

able to understand a physics or engineering lesson such as those

analyzed by Hativa.

That Hativa did not discern great differences between the

two professors is attributable at least partly to the assumption

that their two disciplines are at the same end of the inter-

disciplinary ratings scale. Cashin (1990) observes that although
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there are strongly significant differences in ratings of different

academic disciplines, those that are at about the same place in

the rankings do not show significant differences.

What is interesting was what she did not look at. There are

studies that examine faculty and their use of certain

communication patterns, e.g. self-disclosure or humor, or student

participation in the class (even in a lecture). These were not

addressed in this study, and I wonder about the personalities of

the professors she recorded, and the extent to which other

behaviors impacted their having won awards. It would be

interesting to analyze Hativa's tapes with an eye to phenomena

other than technical and mathematical vocabulary. One can see

the value of keeping tapes and transcripts for further study. She

probably has future articles in the pipeline from these data.

Hativa makes too much of her findings, though. Based on

two lectures she makes sweeping recommendations: "All

professors should learn from the award winning teachers in this

study the importance of repeatedly explaining to students the

main objectives of their instruction . . .(p. 7). Well, yes, but that's

been known since Aristotle. Ausubel has written extensively

about advance organizers, and they teach rhetorical signposts to

freshmen in Comm 111. We can hardly credit Hativa for having

unearthed a new learning theory here.

Hativa does make a good case for the need to study faculty

performance in the classroom while they are teaching, and over

an extended period of time. Such on-site and live-action
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observation gives far more valuable information than the

bubble-in forms used for teacher evaluation. See Hativa (1996b)

later in this paper for the value of extended on-site observation.

Hativa (1996a) is included here because she performed an

ethnography of communication in the college classroom, and

hers seems to be one of the up-and-coming names in the

evaluation literature.

Discipline Study 3. Unlike Hativa's comparison of teaching

behaviors in what she called two closely matched disciplines,

Murray and Renaud (1995) examined specific teaching

behaviors across a wide range of disciplines. They begin by

repeating the apparently unchallenged observation that

"academic discipline appears to be one area in which student

ratings of teaching do differ systematically" (p. 31), and then set

about to determine why. They sent observers (about 12 per

teacher over a period of time) into the classrooms of 401

teachers, about evenly divided between arts and humanities,

social sciences, and natural sciences and mathematics. They do

not say how these faculty were selected. Random? Volunteers?

The observers counted one hundred low-inference teaching

behaviors on the Teacher Behaviors Inventory (TBI). The

authors state that the reliability of the TBI has been established,

but do not mention the validation. For purposes of analysis,

Murray and Renaud cluster the hundred behaviors into ten

factors, e.g. clarity, expressiveness, interest. The observed

behaviors were low inference, e.g. "moves around room while
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teaching," and "addresses individual students by name" (p. 35).

Ratings were "averaged across all items of the evaluation form"

(p. 33), a practice Cashin (1995) cautions against (p. 2) because,

he claims, averaging scores for dissimilar items for student

teaching evaluations yields a meaningless number. Perhaps it is

questionable in this instance as well, but it did give the authors

a manageable single score.

Having established a teaching behavior score for each

instructor, the authors compared these with student ratings of

the teacher. They do not say whether they used previous

ratings, or ratings obtained after their observations. They

compared these scores with the Teaching Behavior Inventory

scores, and found that indeed there were "strong correlations

between teaching behaviors and perceived teaching

effectiveness" (p. 36). But they found that a separate, refined

statistical technique which controls for academic discipline

yielded only two statistically significant correlations among the

30 cells in their table (p. 37), and chance alone would account

for about 1.5 significant results.

What they are able to salvage from their non-significant

results, they put in italics:

teachers of different academic disciplines differ in
the frequency with which they exhibit specific
classroom teaching behaviors, but they do not differ
in the correlation of these teaching behaviors with
student evaluations of overall teaching effectiveness.
(p. 37)
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Or, coming out of italics, "what makes an effective teacher, at

least in the eyes of the students, is pretty much the same

regardless of academic discipline" (p. 38).

They conclude that if instruction in a discipline tends to be

rated low by student evaluations, "instructors in each discipline

[should] increase the frequency of teaching behaviors that are

positively correlated with student ratings, but tend, for

whatever reason, to occur relatively infrequently in that

discipline"(p. 39). Is this a polite way of saying that the reasons

teachers in some disciplines are rated lower than those in others

are that they actually behave differently in the classroom?

Not a flaw but a caution: it cannot be concluded by Murray

and Renaud's study that low-inference behaviors account for the

differences in teaching evaluations between disciplines. It is

entirely conceivable that a beleaguered faculty member might

adopt a battery of suggested low-inference classroom behaviors,

yet not receive any higher ratings. Maybe the high-inference

elements count heavily. (Remember Stanfel, whose behavior was

impeccable on three low-inference behaviors, and whose

students rated him low none the less.)

What Murray and Renaud (1995) contribute to this review

is a look at ratings differences among greatly differing academic

disciplines, and their use of outside observers as well as student

raters.
Behavior/personality correlates. So far, in our investigation

of validity and sources of bias in teacher evaluation, we have



70

considered research on gender differences, grades, and

differences between disciplines. We now turn to the fourth area,

behavior and personality, and the extent to which these bias, or

contaminate, student ratings. Certainly we have all heard that

student ratings are nothing but a popularity contest, and this

branch of the research addresses that question. This section

examines three "behavior" and three "personality" studies.

Behavior/Personality Study 1. Smith and Cranton (1992)

wondered if student perceptions of different teaching behaviors

constitute a bias in evaluations. They held that it was only

reasonable for students to perceive different teaching behaviors

as contributing to the effectiveness of teaching, "and that such

results are not an indication of a lack of validity of the ratings"

(p. 749). Because they were in the quantitative mode (along with

virtually everybody else in our pyramid), rather than just ask

some students about that, they performed six multivariate

analyses and two regression analyses based on ratings from two

departments in a Faculty of Commerce in Canada. Data were

collected using an adaptation of the TABS (Teaching Analysis By

Students) questionnaire, which asks students to rate 20 specific

teaching behaviors and four overall dimensions of instruction.

The authors do not include examples of the specific teaching

behaviors, but they do cluster them into subgroups such as

"interest and atmosphere," and "organization and clarity"

(p. 754).
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The authors do not say how many classes they rated in the

two departments they selected, nor how they chose the

departments. But they do indicate that due to the large sample

size, they calculated effect sizes in order "to avoid interpreting

significant but trivial differences" (p. 756). Their hypotheses

were "accepted" (p. 755, 760). (Practically nobody "fails to reject

the null," I notice, preferring the more straightforward

terminology of accepting or not accepting the research

hypothesis.)

As with many of the stones in our pyramid, this work

comes to an almost banal conclusion, in spite of heroic statistical

analysis. "Different sets of skills," they advise, "may be more or

less related to teaching effectiveness, from the students' point of

view. . . . Not only do ratings vary across settings, but the

implied importance of teaching skills to effectiveness also

varies" (p. 762-763). In other words, some teacher behaviors

work in some settings, and some do not, and students write their

evaluations accordingly. At any rate, Smith and Cranton conclude

that the teacher behaviors in question do not bias the

evaluations, but are genuine factors in teaching effectiveness,

which was their main point.

Smith and Cranton (1992) are of interest to this review

because their statistical analysis comes to a fairly common sense

conclusion, and if advanced statistics make the block more solid,

theirs is a solid block in our pyramid. But note the "if."
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One teaching behavior of interest to me (because of my

Speech Communication background) is the impact of a teacher's

self-disclosure on learning and teacher evaluation. We will look

at two studies that deal with the teacher's self disclosure.

Behavior/Personality Study 2. Scott and Nussbaum (1981)

asked what effect, if any, "student perceptions of a teacher's

self-disclosure have on their perceptions of the teacher's

performance" (p. 46). Their subjects were 323 students in a

multisectioned introductory interpersonal communications class,

which might tilt the study right off the bat. It could be argued

that students in an interpersonal communications class have at

least a peripheral interest in the subject, and might be

predisposed to favor a high degree of self-disclosure. But maybe

not. The authors assessed"(1) communicator style, (2) perceived

self-disclosure of another person, (3) interpersonal solidarity,

and (4) two indices of perceived instructional effectiveness" (p.

47). They give assurance of the reliability (but not the validity)

of their instruments.

Their study was elaborately designed, including use of the

first course examination, a packet of two instruments, the second

course exam, a second administration of the instruments, and a

later discussion of the project in class. Obviously, with all the

numbers generated by their instruments, they had to perform

some elaborate hypothesis testing. And their hypothesis was

upheld.
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"Specifically," they conclude, "an instructor's perceived

honesty in self-disclosure, perceived competence in

communicator style, and perceived adaptness at both verbal and

nonverbal communication were highly related to a student's

evaluation of the overall performance of that instructor in the

classroom" (p. 52). And "perceived honesty of self-disclosure

enhances even those dimensions of perception which earlier

were demonstrated as most associated with cognitive learning"

(p. 52). That is, a teacher who is perceived as honest and

forthright is not only likely to receive higher ratings, but will

have students who actually learn more.

Scott and Nussbaum (1981) were selected for this review

because the impact that classroom communication patterns have

on student ratings of teaching is highly relevant to this study.

Behavior/Personality Study 3. Sorensen (1989) came to

much the same conclusion, via a different (but still very

statistical) route. Her instrument was very creative, I thought.

She asked 617 students to imagine the likelihood of a good

teacher or a poor teacher making certain statements. The

instrument consisted of 150 potential statements a teacher

might use in a classroom, an adaptation of an existing

instrument. No information was included about the validity of

the instrument. But the statements were such that a student

would probably enjoy filling out the questionnaire, e.g. " I am

truly in love with my spouse," "In America, it's the little guy

who gets ripped off," and "I voted for Nixon, and I'd do it again"
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(p. 266-267). The responses yielded profiles for good teachers,

neutral teachers, and poor teachers, and yes, the three sample

items above were rated by students as more likely to come from

a good teacher (who is in love with spouse), the neutral teacher

(who frets about the little guy in America), and the poor teacher

(the Nixon supporter).

What Sorensen found was that the rating of the teacher

depends not only on the degree of self-disclosure, but the

content of that disclosure. A teacher who says "Homosexuals are

a disgrace to the human race" (p. 272) is disclosing an opinion,

but students attribute that statement to a poor teacher.

These self-disclosures may appear to be sources of bias in

student ratings, but Sorensen notes that teacher self-disclosure

impacts the learning environment, and, consequently, the

learning. Students of a teacher who discloses threatening

opinions "might consider not attending the next class" (p. 274).

"It would appear reasonable," Sorensen suggests, "that teachers

who confine their disclosures to the type of statements

associated with the good teacher condition will probably

increase positive student affect and, subsequently, their own

effectiveness" (p. 274).

Sorensen (1989) is included here because although the

study is not a field study involving actual teachers, the

instrument was so engaging that it was a pleasure to deal with.

One must wonder, however, about its ecological validity.
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One question about the preceding two self-disclosure

studies: they both indicate that certain types of teacher self-

disclosure can increase both student ratings of teaching and

student learning, and they both suggest that teachers adopt

these beneficial behaviors. Is this a behaviorist twist? Can an

existentially boring sourpuss fool the students into thinking

"What a wonderful teacher!" simply by making certain types of

statements and practicing certain classroom behaviors? Or do

ratings and learning both have something to do with

personality? Perhaps credibility is related to perceived

expertise, e.g. "You gotta' be kidding about Nixon." The impact of

personality on student ratings of teachers is the question

addressed in the next three studies.

Behavior/Personality Study 4. Murray, Rushton, and

Paunonen (1990) produced a statistical tour de force to test the

hypothesis that "instructors . . . differ in their relative standing

in different types of courses, and furthermore, that these

differences would be related to instructor personality traits" (p.

251). By "different types of courses," they do not mean courses

in different academic disciplines, but courses in the six

categories of "Introductory, General, Required Honors, Optional

Senior Honors, and Graduate" (p. 252). (The terminology reflects

the Canadian setting of the study.) Subjects were 46 psychology

faculty members. The authors do not indicate how the subjects

were chosen, but 46 seems like it could be an entire psychology

department.
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Each teacher's personality was rated by 12 peers on the

faculty, using an adaptation of Murray's Personality Research

Form. No validity information was given, but I have encountered

the use of this form elsewhere. There were 29 items on the

instrument, each of them an adjective, for example, "orderly,"

"fun-loving," "aggressive." The 29 items appear to have a certain

face validity, heightened by the definitions also provided for

each trait. For example, "defensive" means "suspicious, guarded,

takes offense easily" (p. 253).

Teaching effectiveness was "measured from archival

student rating data collected since 1969" (p. 251). The ratings

were averaged across courses for each instructor. Reliability

information is given for both personality and teacher ratings

instruments.

The authors produced a correlation matrix with 174 cells

(29 personality traits x 6 course types), of which 72 were

significant at the .05 level or better. Chance alone would

generate only 8.7 significant instances, so the authors were

satisfied that they had found real correlations. Not content with

that, however, they subjected their data to "a principal-

components varimax-rotation factor analysis," (p. 256) and

affirmed that indeed, "personality profiles differed substantially

across course types" (p. 257)

Of particular interest are their figures that illustrate those

profiles. Figure 1 shows, for instance, that a top-ranking

instructor in an introductory class is likely to be "a 'neurotic
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extravert' type who is friendly, warm and approachable, has a

flair for the dramatic, and is fair and reasonable in relations

with students, but shows an element of neurotic worrying" (p.

258). By contrast, teachers who excel in graduate seminars

"appear to be ambitious, competent, hard working (and)

confident and worry free" (p. 258). Figure 2 contrasts the few

teachers who were rated uniformly "good" in all types of classes,

with those who were rated uniformly "poor." The profiles differ

greatly, especially on two factors: the very high extraversion of

the good teachers and the very low extraversion of the poor

teachers, and the high liberalism of good teachers and low

liberalism of poor teachers. Of course, the poor teachers were

more neurotic, too.

What Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen (1990) found was

that indeed, there are great differences in personality profiles

between teachers in the six different types of courses. Further,

"it is rare indeed for an instructor to be either uniformly 'good'

or uniformly 'poor' in all types of teaching" (p. 254). They

conclude with stunning audacity that "a faculty member's

effectiveness as a teacher is determined, at least in part, before

he or she sets foot in the classroom" (p. 259). They do

acknowledge that their correlation design does not allow

unambiguous interpretation of cause and effect, and that similar

investigations should be conducted in populations other than

psychology departments, which of course is not a suggestion that
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their data are flawed. Perhaps they are making a suggestion for

funding of their future research.

Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen (1990) are included here

because their study sheds light on the importance of considering

the type of class, when interpreting student ratings of a teacher.

It also serves as a caveat that when it comes to determining who

is going to teach what, there is good fit and bad fit.

Behavior/Personality Study 5. Personality is the construct

of interest to Abrami, Perry, and Leventhal (1982) as well, but

their question concerns the relationship between the instructor's

personality, the student's personality, and student achievement.

Abrami, Perry, and Leventhal set up a series of three

experiments to investigate their research question. Experiments

are uncommon in the ratings literature, so this study is of

particular interest as being notably atypical.

Their article opens with a lengthy explication of possible

reasons for inconsistencies in the results of previous studies.

Because theirs is a controlled experiment, they note the lack of

controls as a particular problem in previous work, as well as

sample sizes (some are huge, with a trivial effect size), use of

class means as the unit of analysis, and differences among

instruments. Their own series of three studies involved about

600 students, assigned to different sessions of the experiment.

In study 1, students (a) evaluated their own personalities using

the 300-item Adjective Check List (ACL), chosen partly because

it has some established validity and reliability, (b) viewed one of
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four versions of a videotaped lecture, (c) took a test to assess

how much they had learned from the lecture, and (d) completed

a 44-item teacher evaluation. In study two, students followed

the same procedure, viewing one of four versions of the lecture

tape, but returned to view a second videotaped lecture. In both

studies, the differences between the lectures were along

content/expressiveness lines. One lecture was high content and

low expressiveness, a second was high content and high

expressiveness, and so forth. Before proceeding to study three,

we discuss the findings of the first two.

The collective findings from the first two studies did not

provide "evidence of a significant relationship between student

personality characteristics and ratings," but there was a

"moderate relationship between student perceptions of the

instructors' personalities and their general evaluation of the

instructors" (p. 120). The authors did not know, however, if their

findings were artifacts of the artificial experimental situation, so

they "decided to throw caution to the wind," (p. 120) and repeat

the process, using a real teacher.

With the live instructor, the relationships were significant,

but much smaller than in the laboratory studies. The authors

wonder if, because they were not randomly assigned to the

studies and sections, the students' self-assignment perhaps

influenced the results. Or perhaps, they suggest, the differences

among the videotaped lectures were more extreme because it

would be embarrassing for a live instructor to "act out" different
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lecture styles in person before an audience. Also, perceived

inauthentic style could affect credibility, and hence rating.

What we have, here, is a classic treatment--post-test

research design without random assignment, with valiant

attempt at controls, and with no particularly conclusive results:

Our data neither conclusively support nor refute a
claim that there is bias in ratings of effectiveness
due to the influence of student perceptions of
instructor personality, (although) both student
personality characteristics and student perceptions
of instructor personality are related to student
course achievement. (p. 123)

The procedures sections of Abrami, Perry, and Leventhal's

(1982) report were clearer than the general discussion, which is

not usually the case. Unfortunately, the general discussion was

lacking in organizational guideposts to facilitate the reader's

understanding of which study, or which two, or all three, were

under discussion. For example, the authors say there are "four

conclusions," but they do not list them (one, two, three, four)

that way, and it is impossible to sort out just what they are.

Their primary thrust is to suggest areas of fruitful future

research, presumably to be carried out by themselves.

Abrami, Perry, and Leventhal (1982) are included here

because they bring the student's personality into the equation,

and because theirs is an experiment. The greatest difficulty is

the nature of the controlled experiment itself as appropriate for

inquiry into such uniquely human issues as perceptions of

personality and quality of teaching. To the extent that the
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variables (people) are "controlled," the generalizability of the

experiment to the real world suffers. Those for whom the

controlled educational experiment is the sine qua non of

academic inquiry will not agree, but these sorts of studies can be

like plastic apples: they may not rot, but they're not very

nourishing, either.

Not plastic apples, but applesauce is the best way to

describe the last study in our section on behavioral and

personality correlates of teaching evaluation.

Behavior/Personality Study 6. In Snell, Parimanath, and

Green (1991), virtually everything that is supposed to be in a

quantitative study is left out, but it's not qualitative, either.

There is no theoretical framework , although they do mention

the "traits" of a good professor, so perhaps they are trait

theorists. They do have a small literature review which

introduces us to the Snell-Green Professor Index, but inasmuch

as Snell and Green are two of the authors of this piece, we might

suspect a bias. They had previously used the instrument with

social science majors, and the problem for this research was to

inquire whether students in the liberal arts "share a similar

perception of preferable teacher traits." We are not told how

they selected their sample of 60 arts and 125 science students.

If they are supposed to be a sample of a greater population the

study is flawed because of lack of random sampling. Indeed, it is

not clear who the population might be. All students in those

departments? Their school? All schools?
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Their instrument contains five items which describe five

hypothetical professors: "Professor 1 is very knowledgeable;

Professor 2 is very organized; Professor 3 is very interesting;

Professor 4 is very fair; Professor 5 is very friendly." The bold

print is theirs. Students are instructed to rank order the

hypothetical professors according to which they would prefer for

a class. These bold print traits are highly abstract, although of

course we have some general sense of what they mean. No

mention is made of any type of validity for this instrument.

What is it measuring? How are those traits operationalized? How

can anybody else agree as to the extent to which this instrument

measures what it is supposed to measure? These are

extraordinarily high-inference items.

The authors compared the rank ordered results from the

two groups of students and found the relationships non-

significant, using chi square In other words, they concluded that

there is no difference between the arts and the sciences

students' preferences vis a vis instructor traits. Their hypothesis,

that "there will be a significant difference between arts and

sciences students . . . " (p. 65) was not supported.

They found "striking similarities between the two groups."

Both "interesting" and "knowledgeable" were ranked highest for

both groups, with "friendly" ranked lowest. In their discussion,

the authors make much of this finding: "if one closely evaluates

the data, 'interesting' is the highest preference for both groups"

(p. 66). Inasmuch as "the data" consist of two five-item columns
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of percentages (ten numbers), it isn't necessary to "closely

evaluate" the data; a quick glance ought to do it.

Of course, "interesting" as a trait could conceptually

subsume the other four traits. A professor high in the construct

"interesting" could easily be described as a teacher who is

"knowledgeable," "organized," "fair," and "friendly." Not

necessarily, of course, but try to think of a teacher who is

"interesting" but is ignorant, disorganized, unfair, and

unfriendly. Such a professor could be "interesting" as an example

of utterly lacking any desirable attributes, but I don't think

that's what the authors meant.

If one "closely examines the data" as one is invited to do

by the authors, one will note that they are arranged peculiarly.

The matrix is set up with the traits listed along the left side, in

the order in which they appeared in the instrument, not in the

order of preference as established by the results. That is, the

trait ranked highest by both the arts and sciences students,

"interesting," was halfway down the list, and "organized," which

was ranked last by one group and next to last by the other, was

second highest on the list. Perhaps this was to save expensive

space in the journal, or perhaps the authors didn't value

"organized" as a trait any more than did the respondents.

The authors did not discuss any implications, such as what

makes a professor interesting, and how does it happen that

"organized" is ranked next to last? And even if they had

included prescriptive elements in their discussion, they would
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be so vague as to be useless: "so, teachers, go out there and be

interesting!"

As flawed as it is, why include Snell, Parimanath, and

Green (1991) here? It reminds us again that by no means is

everything in our pyramid solid. Incidentally, the journal in

which this appeared is not peer-reviewed, and it charges the

authors a substantial page fee. So of course the piece is short.

Time-valued Studies

In the effort to understand student evaluations of

instruction, researchers look not only at traditional variables

such as behavior and personality, but also seek for previously

unarticulated constructs. Franklin and Theall (1993) contribute a

new construct to our research report: "time-valued." They did

not invent the concept or its name (credit goes to "Gillmore

(1994)," p. 41) but they seize on it as a fresh and useful new

lens through which to examine the differences in course and

teacher ratings. "Time-valued" is a ratio that asks students how

many hours they spend preparing for class, and how many of

those hours are perceived by the students as valuable. In their

review of Gillmore's paper, Franklin and Theall note that the

time-valued ratio does a much better job of explaining

differences in student course and instructor evaluation than do

other variables that have been thought to account for the

differences, such as gender, class size, instructor rank.

Correlations among the variables usually suggested are very' low,
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"ranging from less than .05 to not much more than .20 in most

studies" (p. 42).

Intrigued by the possibility that the time-valued ratio

might account for a substantial amount of the differences

between ratings, Franklin and Theall used ratings data from

over eight thousand course sections. First they looked at

disciplinary differences, and second, repeated the procedure, but

including the time-valued ratio. Consistent with previous

literature, they found significant differences in the ratings for

the different disciplines. But how to account for the differences?

"Except in the health-related professions, the time-valued ratio

is a more powerful predictor than the other variables in every

discipline" (p. 43). They support this conclusion with tables of

statistics.

This study provides a good example of negative case

analysis. After reassuring the readers that ratings differences

apparently attributable to factors such as gender may be safely

overlooked, the authors recall an analysis they had performed in

an earlier study, wherein the findings suggested that lower

ratings of female faculty were due to real differences. They

investigated further and found an apparently discriminatory

pattern whereby male faculty taught popular upper-level

seminars, and females were assigned to large, introductory

lectures. What is interesting here is their inclusion of a negative

case. It serves to keep us alert.
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Like Cashin (1990), Franklin and Theall look to attribution

theory to illuminate their findings. If a student assigns negative

value to time spent on class work, "attributions can become

more external, that is, crediting or blaming the teacher. . ."(p.

46). A student who decides that assigned preparations are "'a

waste of time' attributes the student's internal lack of effort to

an external cause (the work itself or the professor)" (p. 46). The

authors advise instructors to ask themselves why work that

they perceive as important is not so valued by the students.

Perhaps they should read Mager and Pipes' (1970) Analyzing

performance problems or "Ya really outa wanna". They close

their article with enough suggestions for future research to keep

themselves well funded for a long time to come.

Franklin and Theall (1993) are included here because they

work with a concept that is new to the evaluation literature

pyramid, and a stone of new color or texture is intrinsically

interesting.

This study was the only one encountered that dealt with

the construct of time-value. It is possible that the construct has

been studied with a different label, or that it has been included

unnamed in other studies. In this dissertation, for example,

there is no category of student comments about time-value as

such, but those that mentioned homework and assignments

could possibly have been subsumed under the "time-value"

label.
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Reliability Studies

We have examined studies that address validity issues in

teacher evaluation, some sources of possible bias: gender, grades,

differences between disciplines, teacher behaviors, personality

correlates, and one that considers the new time-value construct.

An inquirer will find that the literature addresses other sources

of possible bias as well. But reliability is also an issue, and it is to

four reliability studies that we now turn.

Reliability Study 1. The first is one of the studies in

Feldman's exhaustive (and exhausting) series of meta-analyses.

A meta-analysis is more than a review of the literature. A

scholar performing a meta-analysis will examine each study in

minute detail, including recasting and reworking all the data so

that studies with dissimilar data (and conclusions) may be

compared. For example, in one study, instructor behavior might

originally have been assigned a numerical score on a Likert

scale, and in another, it might have been rank-ordered. For

meta-analysis purposes, the researcher might transform the first

study's interval data (the Likert scores) to ordinal data to match

the second study, and then perform the same statistical analysis

on both of them. Cohen (1990) summarizes the meta-analysis as

"statistical analysis of a large collection of results from

individual studies, for the purpose of integrating findings . . .

(using) . . . multivariate techniques and advanced statistical

methods to describe findings and relate features of the studies

to outcomes" (p. 127). Meta-analysis is considered so useful that
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"many journals now require empirical research to report results

in formats that can be incorporated into a quantitative review"

(Cohen, 1990, p. 128), a practice that can only send shudders

through the qualitative, humanistic research community. Meta-

analysis is obviously a solidly quantitative practice, and it is

seen only in relation to solidly rationalistic/positivistic studies.

Feldman's (1989) meta-analysis is a grindingly thorough

examination of at least 42 studies ("at least," because that's how

many I counted in Appendix A; Feldman doesn't give a number).

These studies address inter-rater reliability, "where teaching

performance and effectiveness were evaluated by two or more

different groups of raters" (p. 137). Those groups of raters are:

current student ratings

former student ratings

self-ratings

colleague ratings

administrator's ratings

external observer ratings.

There are 15 possible comparison pairs, but for some of these

pairs, "little no data were found" (p. 138). For example, no

studies were located that compared the ratings of former

students or of external observers to raters given by

administrators. But for the research that was found, how did the

results compare across studies?

Feldman includes exhaustive details for each study. Table

1 alone takes up seven pages of fine print, just to set forth the
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concluding statistic for studies in each comparison set. For

example, (to use the shortest entry for illustration), among

studies that compare ratings by current students and those of

colleagues, "Choy (1969, Table 2): r=+ .78*, t =6.827*" (p. 139).

(Choy found significant correlations between ratings of current

students and colleagues.) Incidentally, Feldman apparently

produces a t in cases where the original researcher did not: "for

each of these is a t has been calculated" (note, p. 145). The note

to Table 1 (and the note is a page of even finer print) explicates

Feldman's reworking of the original data.

The entire article blazes with statistical fireworks. Not only

does Feldman compare similarity of teacher ratings within

comparison pairs, he teases out common instructional

dimensions and compares them. For example, Table 4 presents

average relative similarity between faculty self-ratings and

student ratings for different instructional dimensions such as

"teacher's availability and helpfulness," and "teacher's

preparation" (p. 155), together with a note stating how the

statistics of the table were generated.

A mini-description of each study is presented in tabular

form in Appendix A, giving size and nature of sample (e.g. "78

faculty members at a 'new, small university',"p. 177), who the

raters were (e.g. students and colleagues), and the instrument

used by each group for the rating ("a 5-point scale of 'teaching

effectiveness"')
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Feldman's figure 1 (p. 151) is a "juxtaposition of data on

relative similarity and absolute similarity (dissimilarity) for

comparison sets." It looks like a star chart conjured up by a

wizard, which is what is dazzling about Feldman: his statistical

wizardry.

Only another statistical wizard would be qualified to

remark on the appropriateness and accuracy of Feldman's

statistical analyses, but his nonstatistical observations are

readily readable. More than a statistical re-working of the data

for 32 studies, Feldman compares and contrasts procedural and

other details of the studies. For example, he notes that although

a 1973 study by Centra found that instructors rated themselves

significantly higher than did their current students, Centra's

study, "while an excellent piece of research, has data that create

some ambiguity when they become part of a meta-analysis" (p.

156). The problem? The teachers in Centra's study were either

new to teaching or otherwise had never received student

evaluations prior to Centra's research, and they had no idea how

students might rate them, hence their significant self-inflation.

Teachers in other studies, who had received previous student

ratings, know how their students evaluate them, and were more

likely to rate themselves accordingly.

From Feldman's monumental meta-analysis come the

following conclusions. "The three comparison sets showing the

highest relative similarity between ratings all contained current

student raters" (p. 159): current students compared to former
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students, to colleagues, and to external observers. That is,

ratings by former students, colleagues, and external observers

tend very strongly to agree with ratings by current students.

The three lowest average correlations "were for comparison sets

containing teachers as self-raters" (p. 159): teachers' ratings of

themselves were strongly at odds with the ratings of current

students, of colleagues, and of administrators. Other comparison

sets ranged between the highest and lowest, but the finding of

the meta-analysis is . striking: student ratings tend to agree with

those of other observers, and teacher self-ratings do not.

Colleagues and administrators fall in the middle.

Feldman's thoroughness extends through his "overview

section" as well, which is itself nine pages long. He scrupulously

examines his results with a powerful lens of reason, together

with strong caution that "using association between raters to

establish validity is not as straightforward as might be thought"

(p. 163) (my italics). Following the end of his text are 26 pages

of references and appendices.

Recall that I faulted Tatro (1995) for equating small

primary studies with large meta-analyses. Tatro seemed to grant

a meta-analysis of Feldman's the same weight as a later single

study. Not to suggest that the single studies are lightweight, but

Feldman is certainly heavy, and the respect with which he is

almost universally spoken of in the literature suggests that his is

one of the most powerful voices concerning instructional

evaluation.
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Feldman (1989) is included here partly because a person

reading the teaching evaluation literature will repeatedly

encounter references to Feldman. To leave him out would be a

gross deficiency.

Feldman's meta-analysis is a thorough dredging of inter-

rater reliability material. One of the enduring questions concerns

long-term effects of teaching, whether student ratings change

over time. A departmental Focus Group at OSU expressed the

concern that "a class may get harsh reviews but be appreciated

years later" (from material submitted by the College of Science

to the OSU Faculty Senate Task Force on the Assessment of

Teaching, Oct. 22, 1997). Actually, one of Feldman's comparison

sets addresses that question (and the following article is

included in his study), but let us examine three studies that

address that question specifically.

Reliability study 2. One of the earliest studies in

instructional evaluation asks whether students, as they get older

and wiser, change their minds, about their evaluations of

teachers. Back in 1951, Drucker and Remmers of Purdue

University set about to investigate that question. They found

that former students rated faculty about the same as present

students, but it is their methodology that is most arresting. They

did things differently in 1951.

Basically, all Drucker and Remmers (1951) did was ask

current students to rate instructors, and they wrote to former

students and asked them the same question. This was a cross
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sectional study, with two different populations (present and

former students). The authors employed stratified random

sampling to select their subjects, "in proportion to the

representation of eligible instructors" (p. 131). Instructors were

eligible if they had been teaching during the years 1936 to 1939

and were still there in 1949, the year the study was conducted.

Drucker and Remmers sent rating scales to five hundred

students and to five hundred alumni, selected at random (within

the stratification) from the current student directory and from

alumni records.

Their cover letter, reproduced in its entirety in the article,

is from the President of Purdue University, explaining the

purpose of the research, reminding the respondent of Purdue's

commitment to teaching, guaranteeing anonymity, and

expressing gratitude. The questionnaire (rating form) itself is a

Rube Goldberg wonder consisting of first, a list of ten "teaching

traits" and second, a list of 102 instructors. The respondent

was asked to scan the list of one hundred two
instructors' names and to check the names of those
from whom he could recall having had courses for at
least five weeks of a semester. He was instructed
how to select at random no more than five of those
instructors for rating. (p.134)

The respondent then assigns a number, from one to five, to each

of the instructors, and places that number somewhere on the

trait-rating scale. Thus, each instructor is rated for each of the

ten traits. Drucker and Remmers do not state the range of the
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teaching traits scale (one to ten? one to a hundred?). In addition,

each respondent is told to rank-order the teaching traits. The

teaching traits include items that would not likely be included in

a present-day instrument: "personal appearance" and "personal

peculiarities," although others are enduring: "interest in subject,"

"sympathetic attitude towards students" (p. 137).

Their overall return rate was about forty percent,

astonishingly high, given the convolutions of the instructions.

The analysis of the data appears to have been a nightmare. It

was easy enough to compare present and former students' rank-

ordering of traits (they were almost identical, with "presentation

of subject matter" at the top, and "personal peculiarities" at the

bottom), but the instructor rating was hobbled by a "paucity" of

data (p. 137). Out of some 400 questionnaires returned and 102

instructors evaluated, so few students selected the same

instructors that the authors had only 17 sets to use for their

correlations.

What they found was that, contrary to the prevailing

assumption that students don't appreciate the harder teachers

until perhaps years later, "present students as a group rate their

instructor slightly higher than they will as older individuals" (p.

142).

The flaws in the study appear to be related to the time

when the study was performed. Research techniques have

evolved in the last 50 years, and Drucker and Remmers (1951)

were pioneers in the instructional evaluation field. To criticize
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them from a late 1997 perspective is like criticizing the pioneers

for taking the Oregon Trail instead of Interstate 84. They are

included here because of their pioneer status, and, to mix the

metaphor, because of their position as foundational stones in the

pyramid.

Reliability Study 3. In 1980, Overall and Marsh performed

a longitudinal variation of Drucker and Remmers' (1951) cross-

sectional validity study. Their research question was whether

student ratings of instruction change over a year or more after

graduation if the same students are polled again. Over a three

year period, students (n=1,374) in 100 course sections (business

courses, both undergraduate and graduate) were instructed to

put their identification numbers on their evaluation forms (=

time one). One year after completing their program, follow-up

surveys were sent to the same students, asking them once again

to evaluate their instruction (= time two). The instrument used

was the 28-item Student Assessment of Instruction (SAI), and in

Note 1, readers are directed to a source for additional

information about the- SAL

Overall and Marsh confirmed Drucker and Remmers' 1951

findings. "Correlations between the two sets of scores (from time

one to time two) were remarkable for both class average

responses. . and individual student responses "(p. 323 -324).

Overall and Marsh did not replicate the earlier study. Their

methodology and approach are very different, and it would be

unlikely for researchers publishing in 1980 to follow the

.
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procedures their predecessors followed for a 1951 publication.

The results of the two studies, however, concur. Overall and

Marsh (1980) are included here because they make a nice

balance to Drucker and Remmers (1951).

Reliability Study 4. The final study in this time-stability

section is Hativa (1996b), whose work on instructors' word

usage was discussed earlier. Hativa is versatile. The study

previously examined was qualitative, and an ethnography of

hers is discussed further in this paper. The study considered

here is purely quantitative. Here, she looks at the stability of

student ratings of instructors' "profiles" over time.

Using a short rating instrument (not wanting to "alienate"

users by a time-consuming longer one, p. 350), Hativa's subjects

rated 27 physics instructors and 16 chemistry instructors on the

degree to which they were prepared, clear and organized,

interesting, and their ability to establish relationships, and to

adapt level of teaching to class. She is careful to distinguish

between an instructor's "level" of a rating item (e.g. highly

interesting) and instructor's overall "profile" (e.g. highly

interesting, but moderately prepared, and not very organized).

Students rated the instructors four times over a two-year

period. During this period, instructors received feedback

concerning their teaching, as part of instructional development

in the two departments, so considerable attention was being

paid to the quality of instruction at the time.
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Hativa found that although the absolute "levels" of the five

above-mentioned qualities varied (for some instructors, greatly),

the profiles remained remarkably stable. The stability was

significant at the .05 level or better. The differences in level that

were noted were postulated to have been influenced by the

teaching improvement efforts. Hativa notes that everybody was

aware that teaching improvement efforts were under way, and

she also notes that not all faculty did in fact receive higher

ratings. Written feedback alone did not bring about higher

ratings: "Only when this feedback is enhanced by personal

consultation to the instructors is a significant increase in teacher

ratings observed" (p. 360). But even when the ratings improve,

the profile stays the same.

This article of Hativa's has a two-pronged conclusion. First,

the stability of teaching evaluations over time is once again

affirmed, especially with respect to the teacher's profile. Second,

without personal consultation in addition to written feedback,

instructional improvement efforts are less likely to bear fruit.

Hativa (1996b) is included because her "profile" findings

are fascinating and because her recommendation of personal

consultation with the instructor is relevant to the evaluation

work being done in the University Honors College.

Thus ends our sampling of inquiry into the reliability of

student evaluation of instruction.
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Procedural questions

Procedural questions are addressed next. These could have

been placed in the "validity" section, but there is a logic to

considering them separately, because they inquire into the

"how" as well as the "what" or "who" of teaching evaluation. Five

studies will be examined.

The first two studies piggy-back onto the question

addressed by Hativa in the last section: what difference does it

make to instructional evaluation when the teacher receives

feedback in the middle of the term? We begin with an answer

suggested, again, by Hativa (1995).

Procedural Study 1. Here, Hativa works in the

ethnographic mode. She describes the extensive instructional

improvement efforts of the Physics Department at Tel Aviv

University.

Hativa (1995) participated in an instructor development

program for the entire (60 professors) physics department at Tel

Aviv University in Israel. The question that immediately came

to mind was the transferability of the study, for instance, to a

land grant university in a small town in the Pacific Northwest. It

was this very question that illustrated the value of Hativa's

qualitative approach. The teaching practices described in the

piece were immediately recognizable and familiar. Had they

been expressed in numbers only instead of in words of low-level

abstraction, it would not have been possible to make that
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connection. The "real life" descriptions of the behavior of the

faculty at Tel Aviv University served, by their similarity to

situations here at OSU, a transferability function that was more

persuasive than a random sample would have been. The

recognizability of the situation in Tel Aviv serves another

purpose, on a larger plane: it serves as a reminder of our

common humanity inasmuch as it sounds like the Tel Aviv

physics faculty members behave about like faculty members at

OSU.

Hativa spent two years observing, interviewing, and

evaluating the teaching practices of 20 of the 60 physics teachers at

Tel Aviv University. These instructors had been identified by their

teaching evaluations as being in need of improvement in their

teaching. To facilitate gathering information, a few of the students

enrolled in their classes were selected to observe and report to

Hativa, of course with the knowledge and permission of the

instructor. In addition, Hativa met regularly with the faculty

members and gave immediate feedback as provided by the student

observers. Numerical evaluations of teaching were provided at the

end of each term according to the general custom of the University,

and Hativa consolidated all this information into a diagnostic

package. Each instructor received specific and ongoing suggestions

vis a vis classroom behavior, made adjustments and changes as

each felt appropriate, and these in turn were relayed to the

researcher for further feedback. In short, the researcher's

involvement was frequent, intense, and long. The thoroughness
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with which these data and observations were collected is very

impressive.

Consistent with qualitative practice, Hativa was closely

involved with the subjects and the process that was being

investigated. By no means an objective observer, Hativa cared

deeply about the evaluations and instructional development. She

came to know each of the instructors well enough to propose

reasons as to why the process worked when it did work, and why it

failed when it did not work. She chronicles faculty attitude,

personality traits, and professional background.

Hativa describes the "triangulation" to confirm initial

observations. Among the credibility checks were first, Hativa's own

observations; second, the student reports collected from every class

session; third, numerical data from past faculty evaluations; fourth,

numerical data from current evaluations; fifth, interviews with the

faculty members themselves; and sixth, paying attention to the

informal but very real "grapevine" around the department as

teachers discussed their ongoing experience with the project.

The process did not "work" for all faculty. Some were unable

to improve their evaluations in spite of their participation in

Hativa's program. For each case, a plausible reason is set forth for

the "failure." For example, one teacher expressed disdain for and

impatience with the non-physics majors in the freshman-level

classes that repeatedly turned in low teaching evaluations. When

this teacher was assigned higher level sections and graduate

students, the ratings went up. Similar outcomes were reported for a
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reverse case, where graduate students felt coddled by a faculty

member who lectured from the book. When that teacher was

assigned to the freshmen classes, the very practices that graduate

students disliked were greatly appreciated by the novices. Hativa's

speculation was that certain faculty members are suited for certain

levels of teaching, and that not all teaching techniques are suitable

for all classes (which was the conclusion of Murray, Rushton, and

Paunonen,1990, discussed earlier). Because Hativa takes the trouble

to describe each of the twenty cases individually, the reader gets a

very rich and deep sense of what transpired.

Not exactly caving into quantitative methods, but aware of

such phenomena as contagion of research processes, Hativa let the

graduate teaching assistants serve as a de facto control group. The

GTA's did not participate in the instructional development program,

and Hativa monitored the evaluations of the GTA's to compare them

with the involved faculty. Finding no changes in GTA evaluations

over the two year period when the involved faculty evaluations did

change, the author felt confident in asserting that the development

program "worked."

To illustrate the difference between statistical and narrative

rhetoric, consider the author's discussion of "Instructor M," who did

not show any improvement. In a quantitative study, we would be

told only that "Instructor M scored between 2.5 and 3.2 for a

freshman course and between 3.6 and 4.0 for a sophomore course.

Both were large required courses for physics majors" (p. 399). But

Hativa enriches these numbers as follows: "He behaved in a
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patronizing, sometimes insulting, manner toward students and did

nom., adjust - the level of presentation to their prior knowledge.

Instructor M explained that his aim was to weed out unfit

students. . ." (p. 399).

Hativa (1995) is included partly because a researcher with

her diverse abilities and versatility deserves attention, and because

it is appropriate to take a qualitative break from the relentless

quantitative onslaught in the teacher evaluation literature.

Furthermore, this article was thick, rich, thorough, fascinating, and

very useful both as a lesson in qualitative method, and with respect

to its contents.

Procedural study 2. In 1979, Overall and Marsh (1979) had

come to the same conclusions as Hativa's (1995) study, but via the

quantitative route of a controlled experiment. Their research

question was whether mid-term feedback improves faculty

teaching evaluations. Their sample were 931 students in 30

sections of an Engineering course that introduced non-Engineering

majors to computer use. The instructor "was usually a graduate

student" (p. 859), which might serve to contaminate the results.

Recall Feldman's (1989) meta-analysis wherein he noted that

inexperienced teachers (or those who had not received teaching

evaluations) rated themselves higher than their students did. They

might respond more readily to the sort of intervention performed

in this study.

In Overall and Marsh's (1979) study, class sections were

randomly assigned to the control group or the experimental group.
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Both groups received a pre-test survey in which students predicted

their final exam performance, to control for students who entered

the class with higher computer skills. Both groups completed a mid-

term teaching evaluation survey using 33 items to measure seven

dimensions of teaching. At this point, the instructors of the twelve

experimental sections received the survey results and discussed

them with the authors. All students in both groups took the final

examination, and completed an "affective consequences"

questionnaire (whether they plan to use computers in the future,

etc.) and filled out the end-of term teaching survey.

Given the amount of data gathered, it is to be expected that

statistical analyses were performed to determine the results, and,

again, only a trained statistician with a grasp of the substance is

qualified to rule on the adequacy of those analyses. Overall and

Marsh found that "in contrast to previously published research, this

study has found consistently positive evidence supporting the

utility of feedback from students' evaluations of instructional

effectiveness" (p. 863). They note that their study differs from

previous ones in that theirs "involves personal counseling to

enhance the impact of printed feedback" (p. 864).

Although it is not clear that this process would work as well

for experienced faculty as for these teachers ("usually a graduate

student" p. 859), the results are consistent with Hativa's later

study. Midterm feedback is more likely to result in improved

teaching if it is accompanied by personal consultation.
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Overall and Marsh (1979) are included because controlled

experiments are not all that common in our pyramid, and because

theirs is a quantitative precursor that came to the same conclusion

as Hativa (1995).

As has been the practice in this paper, a defective study is

also included here, as a reminder that not all the stones in our

literature pyramid are solid. It addresses the next procedural

question, whether the instructor's presence in the room impacts the

results of student evaluations.

Procedural Study 3. Pardeck and FitzPatrick (1994) open

with a tidy summary of just about every issue salient to teacher

evaluation. However, they do not include Centra's (1993) book

(which may not have been available as they were writing, but

neither did they include the earlier edition of the same book),

nor do they offer a substantial review of literature concerning

their own research question.

They note that the literature suggests that student

anonymity is critical for objective faculty evaluation and that

anonymity is theoretically maintained by absence of the

instructor during the entire evaluation process. It is unclear why

Pardeck and FitzPatrick are dissatisfied with the conclusions of

the literature.

The goal of this study is to explore two questions. First,

does the presence of the instructor in the classroom during the

course evaluation affect student ratings? Second, are student
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evaluations influenced by who collects the completed

evaluations?

The authors selected two classes in a Department of Social

Work at a midwestern university, one with 26 students, the

other with 19. They used two different evaluation forms, Form A

and Form B, and administered them with a one-week interval

between. They claim that both forms had established content

validity, but each form contains only four (4) items. The only

difference between the forms is that the items on Form B are a

rewording of Form A, e.g. " This is a well-organized course"

becomes "This instructor is well-organized" (p. 227). Several

problems have already surfaced. The literature review is

skimpy, the sample is small and no information is given about

how the two classes were selected. The instruments consist of

only four items, all very high-inference, and the researchers do

not control for a time one-time two contamination. What were

the students told about why they were filling out apparently the

same form, a week later? Additionally, the rewording of Form B

(e.g. "course" to "instructor" on three of the four items) changes

the meaning of the question. Previous research has found that

students do differentiate between "instructor" and "course" (see,

for example, Cashin, 1990, or Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen,

1990).

Form A was administered without the instructor present,

and was collected by a student, who took the forms to the

departmental office. A week later, Form B was administered
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with the instructor present, and with the students' full

knowledge that the instructor would collect the envelope.

Responses were not tabulated according to individual

questions, but were averaged for each form submitted. That is,

an item about the organization of the course could be rated 5

(strongly agree), an item about lecture techniques could be rated

1 (strongly disagree), or vice versa, and the average would be

the same. The reader of the article does not know if the items on

Form A were answered the same way or exactly the opposite as

corresponding items on Form B. The difference between the

means was not statistically significant, using Chi-Square analysis

(Chi-Square to compare the difference between means?).

The authors conclude that their findings suggest that

neither the presence of the instructor nor the instructor's

collecting the forms has a statistically significant effect on how

students rate a course. The authors recommend that larger

samples be used in any attempt to replicate their results.

The instruments themselves were called into question by

the authors. Agreed, their instrument was the most meagre of

any I found, but their statement that "the vast majority of

student evaluation forms have only the lowest level of accuracy,

content validity" (p. 229), needs to be documented.

Pardeck and FitzPatrick conclude that "the results in this

study suggest that instructors can play an active role in the

administration of student evaluations, including their

administration and collection" (p. 228). That statement makes a
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claim that is not supportable by anything about this study, and is in

direct opposition to the collected wisdom of the literature (Centra,

1993, p. 92).

Incidentally, the above study was published by the same

organization that produced other flawed studies mentioned in

this paper. One gets a sense, after a while, of who is producing

stones of low quality for the literature pyramid. For these

reasons, Pardek and Fitzpatrick (1994) are included here.

This "procedural" section closes with three high-quality

studies concerning the ways in which students' voices are heard

in instructional evaluation.

Procedural Study #4. Ory, Braskamp, and Pieper (1980)

wondered about the congruency of information collected "from

the same sources, in which differing collection methods are

utilized" (p. 181): fixed-item (optical scan) questions, open-

ended written questions, and group interviews. At the request of

the instructors (not, therefore, randomly selected), they collected

data from fourteen class sessions of different levels and with

differently-ranked faculty, using ICES (Instructor and Course

Evaluation System, and the authors indicate where validity and

reliability information may be obtained). The ICES contains 23

fixed items and four open-ended questions (e.g. "Comment on

the strengths and weaknesses of the instructor" (p. 782).

Additionally, group discussions were conducted in all fourteen

classes, and trained observers took notes. These were

summarized and the results were discussed with the instructor.
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The summaries were then analyzed by individuals (not those

who had taken classroom notes) to categorize discussion content.

The authors found "no statistically significant (p < .01)

differences between ratings computed from student written

comments, group interview summaries, or objective item

responses" (p. 182). Or, to put it differently, "a high degree of

relationship between every pair of ratings based on different

data collection methods was obtained" (p. 183). Further, within

the data from each method, the ratings based on the discussion

groups "demonstrated the smallest degree of variation" (p. 182).

This, they suggest, might be due to peer pressure in the group

setting that "may have decreased the variability of oral

comments" (p. 184). (This speculation will come up later in this

study, when we examine student reactions to the SLID process.)

In their discussion, Ory, Braskamp, and Pieper

acknowledge that although the three data collection methods

produce results in strong agreement with one another, "data

collected by each method is (sic) sufficiently unique to warrant

their combined usage- for course improvement processes" (p.

184).

Ory, Braskamp, and Pieper (1980) are included here

because my work in the University Honors College involves

collecting teaching evaluation data in both a written and group

format. Their study is salient for that reason, and it is for that

reason that the next study is included.
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Procedural Study S. A year later, the same three

investigators narrowed their research question. Braskamp, Ory,

and Pieper (1981) sought, first, to compare their subjects'

written comments with earlier studies on the characteristics of

the ideal teacher, and second, to check the concurrent validity of

student written comments with fixed-alternative items. They

also enlarged their sample size, going into the aforementioned

ICES data base and using stratified random sampling to select 60

courses (=924 students). This yielded a total of 3,240 separate

responses to the four global questions on the ICES form. Three

judges read and classified each of the 3,240 responses into one

of twenty-two instructor and course categories. The categories

included, for example, "rigor" and "helpfulness" for instructor,

and "materials" and "content" for course. Previous research had

similarly classified fixed-item responses into these categories.

Braskamp, Ory, and Pieper found that student concerns

expressed in written comments paralleled those expressed in

fixed-item responses. They found congruency between the two

types of ratings, and admit that the fixed-item (scantron type)

instrument is more cost efficient than a content analysis of

students' written comments. However, they repeat and enlarge

their observation from their 1980 study:

faculty may not be able to know in advance all of the
salient characteristics of their course. Student
responses to open-ended questions also provide
more specific and diagnostic evaluative information
than do average class ratings. Furthermore,
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instructors often find student comments very useful
for improving their own teaching. (p. 70)

The three authors produced what they said they would: an

analysis of the dimensions of instruction that underlie students'

written comments, which they compared to fixed-alternative

responses. Braskamp, Ory, and Pieper (1981) are included here

because of their interest in different methods of hearing the

student voice, and because this study is an expansion of the one

discussed immediately prior to it. It is interesting to see a

smaller study writ larger.

Thus closes this section that samples from the enormous

pyramid of instructional evaluation literature. It is appropriate

to take another look at Professor Stanfel. Why did his students

rate him low on items that Stanfel could prove he satisfied? The

literature suggests that it was probably not because of his

gender, nor the grades students expected to receive, though it

might be the discipline in which he taught. Perhaps the students

assigned a low time-valued ratio to their homework. A clue

might be in Sorensen's (1989) self-disclosure findings, or

Hativa's (1995) findings concerning instructors who refused to

change.Though we have no way of knowing what kinds of things

Stanfel said in class, given the adversarial tone of his article,

maybe the students just didn't learn much from Stanfel. But

that wasn't one of the questions he asked.
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Area 3: Honors History and Rationale

We return now to honors in higher education.

Because this study is situated in an Honors College, it

is appropriate to address the -literature concerning the

history and rationale of honors education in the United

States. Anyone making such an inquiry will inevitably be

directed to the work of the late Swarthmore College

President Frank Aydelotte (1944), whose status as

founding father of honors work in the USA is apparently

unchallenged (see Cohen, 1966, p. 10-12 for a typical paen

to the "vast importance" of Aydelotte's "national

perspective"). Although Aydelotte's publications in the

honors field date back to 1924, his flagship work was the

1944 Breaking the academic lockstep: The development of

honors work in American colleges and universities. What is

of greatest interest to today's reader is that Aydelotte's

worst nightmares have come true. That book was written

during World War II, and Aydelotte lamented the

"absorption of college faculties in the educational programs

prescribed by the Army and Navy," and the concomitant

"regimented," "accelerated and practical programs" that

were developed in response to needs of a country at war"

(p. xiii). Aydelotte's fervent hope was that once the war

was over, the colleges and universities of. America could

return to their higher and finer calling, namely providing a
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challenging liberal education to highly motivated scholars.

His nightmare was that higher education would descend

even farther into mere usefulness, and we can only

speculate about what he would have thought of the

consumer orientation language that we hear spoken

today.' At any rate, although higher education in the early

1940's had been refitted to accommodate wartime

educational needs, there were still some traditional

scholars who were unsuited to the practical defense-

oriented education in place at the time. It was for these

students that honors education was needed. Aydelotte was

frankly elitist in his assessment:

We have in every college and university a smaller or
larger group who are capable of going faster than the
average, who do not need the routine exercises
which are necessary for those of mediocre ability,
who do not need the prodding which is necessary for
those who possess no real intellectual interests. The

4 Examples of the consumer orientation language include comments by
Matthew La Plante, a columnist for the OSU Barometer on Nov. 11, 1998: "It
is a rare occasion on this campus that I feel like a student. . . . For the
majority of occasions. . . I feel like a customer at OSU Incorporated. .. " (p.

3). Or Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber,who "told high-tech industry
leaders. . .that the best way to keep the $20 billion computer and
electronics business growing in Oregon is to invest in education all the

way from kindergarten through college. . . At is unacceptable for our
high-tech industries to have to go out of state to find qualified
employees,' Kitzhaber (said)." (Corvallis Gazette-Times. Sept. 16. 1998, p.1).
Or, by Romel Hernandez, The Portland Oregonian Oct. 6, 1998: "Students
are seen as 'consumers' of the education 'product' in a competitive higher
education 'market' " (p. B4). Or, from the "Draft Strategy" of the College of
Engineering at OSU, distributed Fall, 1998: The School of Engineering
must "recruit, market, and improve customer service processes . . .

improve customer service . . . conduct good market research program to
identify customers and needs. . . market and sell service."
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academic system as ordinarily administered is for
these better and more ambitions students a kind of
lock step. It holds them back, wastes their time, and
blunts their interest by subjecting them to a slow-
moving routine which they do not need (p. 14).

By today's standards, Aydelotte's concerns seem almost

quaint. He fulminates against the enormous growth in the

number of college students "in the last fifty years" (p.17), which

is to say, since 1894, and for many of this population, "even the

average standard [is] too high" (p.18). Of course, the time period

bemoaned by Aydelotte is now considered a golden age, back to

which many look with longing.

Any expectation that higher education would return to a

scholarly pursuit for the intellectual elite after World War II,

was thoroughly dashed. Tens of thousands of service men and

women streamed into colleges and universities under the G.I.

Bill, and the diversity of learning styles and abilities in the

student population absolutely exploded. If there had been a

previous argument that certain serious scholarly students had

special educational needs that were different from the rest of

the crowd, that argument grew even more desperate. See, for

example, a 1953 report submitted by one "Foreman" (no first

initial given) to the Dean of the Lower Division of Oregon State

College, entitled "The superior student in the lower division of

Oregon State College." The Faculty Senate had appointed a

committee to "study the status of the superior student at Oregon

State College" (p.1), and their report is scathing in its
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denunciation of the lack of attention paid to superior students,

while great efforts are made for those who are below average

(recalling that "superior" and "below average" are terms

avoided by Honors Colleges to refer to students today):

Although much is being done to aid the ill-equipped
or ill-prepared student. . there is an increasing
concern lest not enough is being done for the
especially gifted student, the one for whom,
traditionally, higher education has been designed
and conducted. . . .With the broadening of the
educational base, with the appearance in our
classrooms of more and more of what must be called
educatees rather than scholars or even students, a
growing amount of instructional time is being
absorbed by sub-freshman and remedial work
(higher education) becomes more and more
compulsively democratic. . . (and there is a view
that) an aristocracy of the intellect could and would
threaten the solidarity of our democratic society.
Perhaps much may be said for this anti-intellectual
view, though little should be (p. 1-3).

Foreman's report goes on to describe the efforts under way

in the lower division to provide for the superior student, and it

ends with a list of 18 characteristics of the superior student,

including "Has superior physical development - high ratio

between height and weight" and "relatively free from nervous

disorders" (p. 9). To be fair, the preponderance of the

characteristics on the list address intellectual and scholarly

abilities, and both breadth and depth of interest. Still, it is hard

to imagine today's Faculty Senate skating onto the thin ice of

declaring that some students are superior, and identifying their

temperaments and body types.

.
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At any rate, the hoped-for post-war "return to normal"

phenomenon did not occur. Higher education did not revert to

some supposed norm of intellectually elite scholarship for the

rarified few. It is common knowledge that higher education

today is open to virtually any and all comers, or, as one observer

put it (and, alas, I do not recall who), "Open the doors: here

comes everybody!" This is especially true when we include the

outreach to the general populace, via extension, distance, and

electronic education such as the present vision, "OSU Statewide."

The point of all this historical overview is that there was

an argument in the early and mid twentieth century that

scholarly pursuit in higher education was diluted by students

who were there for practical, not intellectual, purposes; and that

honors education needed to be established to provide for the

students of superior intellect because the normal curriculum was

inadequate. If that argument holds, it is even more compelling

today, given the "here comes everybody" admissions policies,

especially in land-grant institutions. And indeed, that is the

rationale for today's Honors Colleges, although today the us

(intellectuals) vs them (worker bees) rhetoric is considerably

toned down, and charges of "elitism" in honors education are

delicately sidestepped. There isn't really much in print that

suggests that some students are superior to others, only that

certain students are better fitted for a certain type of education,
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namely honors. Consider the following, from the mission

statement of the NCHC5:

NCHC seeks to enhance opportunities (academic,
cultural, and social) responsive to the educational
needs of highly able and/or exceptionally motivated
undergraduate students. . . to create enriched
educational opportunity for honors students (and) to
assist honors programs in improving intellectual
discourse on campuses in ways advantageous to all
students and faculty.

Similarly, a document was adopted by the NCHC, titled

"Basic characteristics of a fully-developed honors program"

(available from the same source). This list of 16 characteristics

addresses what might be expected in an honors program, not in

honors students. One looks in vain for any trace of the old elitist

rhetoric.

And the official guide of the NCHC, Honors Programs

(Digby, 1997), published as one in the series of Peterson's

Guides, opens as follows: "If you have a strong academic record

and think of yourself as a good student, then you should

consider gaining admission to an honors program as part of your

college education" (p. 1). And, light-years away from the

"superior student" rhetoric, the NCHC guide assures interested

students that "honors programs are open to students of all

backgrounds and interests" (p. 2) and identifies among those

backgrounds and interests medicine, road-building, music, retail

5 The complete mission statement is available from Earl B. Brown, NCHC
Executive Secretary / Treasurer, Radford University, Radford, VA 24142 -
7017
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store work, and "racing car enthusiasts" (p. 3). Prospective

students are assured that "You can be eccentric! You can be

yourself!" (p. 3). Obviously, those with low height-to-weight

ratio, or possessing nervous disorders, who would have been

excluded under the above-cited 1953 guidelines, are,

appropriately, more than welcome today. If there is still any

elitist talk in the honors public discourse, I have been unable to

find it.

Oddly, this does not necessarily mean that admission to

honors education is really available to everybody, at least not at

OSU, where a rigorous admission process is in place to determine

who is most qualified for entry. It only means that public

discourse about honors education has moved away from the

frankly intellectual snobbery of earlier decades, and that higher

education has recognized that there is more than one way to be

an honors student.

The import of this history and rationale for honors

education is as follows: perhaps a couple of generations back it

would have been easy to evaluate teaching in an Honors College,

although there is nothing in the literature to suggest that such

evaluation actually took place. When it was perfectly clear that

honors education was for a very thin layer of the academic

creme de la creme, the expectations for honors education had to

have been clearer: to produce superb, scholarly intellectuals,

period. Aydelotte wrote wistfully about the Greek and Latin

Literae Humaniores school at Oxford, noting that the English
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speaking schools were less prestigious (p. 23-24). Given the

vastly broader acceptable interests and directions of today's

honors students, we can ask most earnestly: just what

constitutes high-quality honors teaching?

It is hoped that the answer to the above question will be

suggested by this study.

Conclusion of the Literature Review,
and Reflections

Ideally, this review would have examined studies having

qualitative methodology investigating

student evaluation of instruction

within an Honors College.

Because no such studies were found, we have examined

selected studies addressing the first two elements only, that is, a

few qualitative studies in a college setting, and many studies of

student evaluation of instruction. Honors background and

rationale were briefly discussed. And of these, the content of the

second and third areas only are salient to this paper.

Questions and confusions abound when one tries to

summarize the underlying messages from the literature on

student ratings of instruction. What can we conclude? I submit

that we can conclude little, but that we can ask much.

First, we can ask why the reliability of the teaching

evaluation literature appears so much greater than the validity.

Perhaps the answer is deceptively simple: it's easier to show
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that ratings remain fairly constant over time and across raters

than it is to show that they are measuring what they purport to

measure. This is a question cast in the language of quantitative

research. With the exception of a modest correlation between

grades and ratings, and a strong correlation between academic

discipline and ratings, it seems that the ratings are very

stubborn about revealing anything about themselves. When they

vary, why do they? Are those differences real (remembering

that "real" is used here in the positivistic sense)? When they do

not show differences, why don't they? Do those ratings

instruments assess teaching, or something else not directly

addressed on the form, and possibly subject to camouflage in

demographic or attitudinal information?

These problems lead to the second question: how much of

the difference seen is Type I error, and how much that is not

seen is Type II error? I suggest that, in the studies that employ

large, sometimes enormous, sample sizes, Type I errors are not

present. That is, if a difference is seen, for example, between

disciplines, it is probably there. By contrast, I suggest that where

no difference has been seen, as in the gender or personality

studies, Type II errors might be present. The construct of "Type

II errors" reminds us that our results show only that we failed

to find something, not that it is not there. Socially unacceptable

prejudices might enjoy such elegant disguise that they have not

been unmasked by the instruments and analyses of the

quantitative camp.
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Second, if the quantitative camp has not found some of the

biases for which they were looking, what has the qualitative

camp produced? Qualitative studies of student ratings of

instruction are extremely rare, for at least two possible reasons.

The first is that those who use ratings data for personnel

purposes (e.g. tenure and promotion decisions) apparently like

the efficiency and apparent precision of numbers. I received a

note from a faculty member, reminding me that "when it comes

time for promotion and tenure, what counts is numbers." Those

knowledgeable in the use of ratings (see Cohen, 1990) express

dismay at the naivete of most ratings users, who make much of

trivial differences in the ratings numbers of faculty, and ignore

possible sources of bias, never mind that the literature is not

unilateral with respect to bias.

A second reason is related to the first. We have come to

think that the scientific paradigm is the only one that yields

"real" information. Guba (1987), exasperated at the clout of

scientism, admitted that "given the extensive and intensive

socialization we have all had to bear in relation to the scientific

paradigm, it is not' surprising that our first reaction should be to

want to reject (the humanistic paradigm) as nonsense" (p. 41).

"But," he pleads, "suspend your disbelief and consider whether

this approach may not mirror more faithfully your own

experience," adding hopefully that "in the end, it may lead to a

more productive way of doing evaluations, a way that is both

educative and empowering for all"(p. 41).
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Earlier in this paper, when describing the global

differences among the layers of the ratings literature pyramid, I

suggested that some observers at the very top were drifting off

into the clouds of deconstruction. Clearly, Guba's (1987) plea

asks us to deconstruct our evaluation edifices. But the whole

enterprise might come crashing down around our ears anyway,

if McKnight is right. For McKnight (1990), the foundation on

which the corpus of evaluation literature rests is the notion of

progress, the assumption that properly employed ratings lead to

"inevitable improvement" (p. 58). The student instruction ratings

world (largely positivistic) assumes that problems in teaching

"can be overcome or ameliorated with the help of such things as

more time . . . more factor analyses, (and) better optical scanners

(p. 57). But what if we are wrong about all that? The very

deficiencies in the "scientismic" (the adjective form of

"scientism?") world view might collapse our impressive pyramid

into a heap of rubble if we came to see "that we were operating

from a dysfunctional, utopian viewpoint based on a positivistic

cause-and-effect paradigm, wherein none of our variables would

be modified in a way that could change the trajectory of our

entire system" (p. 58).

At this point what is left?

Perhaps the time has come to move into the humanistic,

qualitative mode of what Joe Hendricks, Dean of the OSU Honors

College calls "generative evaluation." It is into that area that I

move with this thesis research. "We must act," urges McKnight
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(1990, p. 62). "We do not have the luxury of waiting for a

perfect instrument to be developed", and besides, truth is a

moving target.

We close this chapter of literature review, as we opened,

with Professor Stanfel. I like to imagine an SGID focus group

with his students. What would they say? My hunch is that they

would say that they really just don't like Stanfel, but whether

Stanfel could or would do things any differently, and whether it

would make any difference in his ratings, we can only wonder.

Or maybe Stanfel was just too demanding, too rigorous, and

would be better suited to teaching an honors section of his class.

But even if he did, the numbers might not be any different. It is

worth repeating: the things that really count cannot be counted.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Method vs. Methodology

This chapter begins with a brief consideration of the

difference between one's method and one's methodology, which

was forecast in Chapter 2. Guba and Lincoln (1988) are quite

passionate in their insistence that there is a definite distinction

between the two, and because that distinction will be operative

in this study, it is 'appropriate to repeat it here. The simplest

way to delineate the difference between method and

methodology is to describe method, or methods, as the tools one

uses as one does the research. There is nothing arcane or

mysterious about them, for they are the usual bag of tricks

familiar to every reader of social scientific or educational

research: questionnaires, surveys, interviews, demographic

descriptions, all the ways a researcher might go about gathering

data. And not only gathering data, but analyzing it as well,

although certain sophisticated statistical analyses are used more

by some camps of researchers than by others, as seen in Chapter

2. Those are methods. We now discuss methodology.

For Guba and Lincoln (1988), methodology is the set of

operating assumptions, the world view or lens through which

one sees the phenomenal world. It is rooted in one's ontology
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and epistemology. They contrast two general methodological

world views: the positivist and the naturalist (see Chapter 2 of

this work for other terms by which these methodological

positions are known). To know what tools (methods) a

researcher is using is not to know the operating assumptions

(methodology) that the researcher brings to the study, because

some methods can be used by researchers in either category.

Accordingly, this section will address first methodology, then

method of this study.

The Naturalistic Methodology of This Study

The methodology of this study is naturalistic, in the sense

described in Chapter 2. What is most salient for this chapter is

that in naturalistic methodology, the methods unfold as the

study progresses. It is impossible to know, at the start of a

naturalistic study, the directions that the inquiry will take, the

issues that will arise, and the adjustments that will be made.

This is in contrast to a positivistic study, wherein the steps to be

taken by the researcher are explicitly delineated prior to the

collection of any data.

A second salient characteristic of the naturalistic study is

that data analysis begins with the collection of the initial data,

and is ongoing throughout the lifetime of the study. This is in

contrast to a positivistic study, wherein there is no analysis of

data until all data are collected. In addition to Guba and Lincoln

(1988), see also Wolcott (1990), whose nicely-put distinction
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between "writing down" field notes and "writing up" the

analytical qualitative analysis makes the point: for the

qualitative researcher, analysis can be ongoing.

These two salient characteristics of the naturalistic study

mean that the methods described in the "methodology" section

of a naturalistic study are either incomplete (because one does

not know in advance exactly what the research situation will

require), or retrospective (because one retools the methodology

section to fit the methods that have already been used). Such is

the approximate situation at the writing of this Chapter 3,

"approximate," because there are strict procedural regulations

surrounding instructional evaluation. These limitations preclude

the usual iterations and rechecking that commonly evolve within

naturalistic research methodology. Such rechecking and follow

up interviews are not, therefore, very workable in this study.

Similarly, data collection and data analysis are more separated

here than in the usual qualitative study, because in the usual

qualitative study, data collected at time one can generate the

questions for data collection at time two. The approved

procedures for SGID, by contrast, insist that the same questions

be asked of all students in all classes. Altogether, this study's

methodology is solidly qualitative/naturalistic.
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The Methods of This Study

For Wolcott (1990), there is no longer any need for the

qualitative researcher (which term he prefers to "naturalistic")

to describe and defend the methods of the study:

Don't plan to devote a substantial portion of your
account to discussing method. . . . Qualitative
techniques have come to be widely known and
accepted. There is no longer a call for each
researcher to discover and defend them anew, nor a
need to provide an exhaustive review of the
literature about such standard procedures as
participant observation of interviewing. (p. 26)

That has the ring of argument by fiat, but Wolcott's point

is that the naturalistic inquirers have debated their position

publicly and ably. The Associate Director of the School of

Education told me the same thing: the point has been made, do

not reinvent the naturalistic wheel in your dissertation. Having

said that, it is still appropriate to describe the SGID data

collection method that has been used in the UHC classrooms for

three years now, and to describe the methods that effect

triangulation (the process whereby several groups or individuals

contribute information to provide affirmation or disaffirmation

of previously gathered material). It is also appropriate to

anticipate the method to be used in analysis of those data.

Recall that the study has two major data-gathering forks:

the evaluation of instruction in UHC classes using SGID, and the

evaluation of the SGID process itself. The tool for data gathering

in the first fork, evaluation of instruction, is the SGID. The tools
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for data gathering in evaluation of the SGID process itself vary

somewhat, depending on the group being addressed. For data

analysis, the data of both forks will be examined with the same

set of tools, known collectively as the constant comparative

method. All these will be discussed in turn.

Data Gathering First Fork: To Evaluate Instruction With
The SGID Process.

First, to evaluate UHC classes using SGID, the following

process has been employed. SGID is a group process led by a

facilitator. I have served as the sole facilitator to date for the

process in all UHC classes. The process itself has been described

by Bennett (1988), and was discussed during personal contact

with James Harney, who described the extensive use of SGID in

the Seattle Community College system, and made practical

suggestions, e.g. "you move the chairs around, if you must, to get

students into groups."

In retrospect, one way to improve on the process of

assigning the small groups would have been to use a counting

system instead of simply forming groups with students who

were seated near to one another. As it was, any cliques or

committed dyads within the class remained within the small

groups, which could have impacted the discussion in

undetermined ways.

Significantly, SGID provides the "hallmark of focus groups,"

as set forth by Morgan (1988). He states that "the explicit use of
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the group interaction to produce data and insights that would be

less accessible without the interaction found in a group" (p.12,

author's italics).

Morgan (1988) also notes that the usual focus group

cannot be expected to be a random sample of a larger

population. Focus groups often lead to larger, randomly sampled

surveys, most notably when the focus group is conducted for

marketing purposes. However, in the classroom use of SGID as it

functions in the UHC, it is expected that the entire class, or

population, will participate. There is no intent to extrapolate

findings to a larger population. Morgan also suggests some

cautions vis a vis focus group research, and these will be

addressed as appropriate in the analysis in Chapter 4.

All UHC faculty members receive notification of the UHC

evaluation system, and the SGID process is described to them as

follows:

Course and Instructor Evaluation Another Way:
"S G I D"

"SGID" stands for Small Group Instructional
Diagnosis, a process that allows students' own words
to be heard as they evaluate a course and the
instructor. It is deceptively simple, and yields very
rich responses that many instructors find more
useful than the numbers that are generated by a
scantron form.

The procedure, which takes about an hour, is as
follows. The instructor is not present. The facilitator
explains the process to the class. Then students are
arranged in groups of about four, and are asked the
following questions about the class:
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(Answer questions with respect to faculty and
students)

What's working to help you learn?
What's getting in the way of your learning?
What improvements can you suggest?
One person in each group records the

consensus responses of the group members. Then the
facilitator asks each group to read its responses,
which are written on the board for all to see. The
class as a whole discusses each entry and may
modify any wording, producing an authentic
consensus voice from the entire class. This part of
the process moderates atypical, outlying opinions.

These pooled responses are transcribed
verbatim, typed by the facilitator, and forwarded to
the instructor together with any further information
that the facilitator believes the instructor might find
of use. Summative evaluations (see below) are filed
with the UHC.

When SGID is done at the end of the term
(= summative evaluation), the instructor has the
opportunity of incorporating any appropriate
suggestions into classes for the following term. When
SGID is done at mid term (=formative evaluation),
the instructor has the option of discussing possible
changes with the class. In both cases, the instructor
has the benefit of specific, relevant information in a
form that is clear and unambiguous, and the students
have the benefit of speaking in an authentic voice.
Only summative- evaluations are submitted to your
academic department or entered in the UHC files.

You can see that the process as a whole produces what has

been called the verbal equivalent of the numerical average. The

analogue is faulty, in that students actually negotiate and modify

perceptions in a way that numerical averages do not, but the

point is that there is a consensus, not just a collection of

remarks.
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Note that triangulation of a sort is built into the SGID

process. First, each student has the opportunity to make

individual notes about the evaluation of the class, for personal

use in the discussion. Second, students discuss their own

responses with others in their small group, which provides a sort

of reality check vis a vis certain elements of the class. Third,

each of the small groups shares its contributions with the class

at large, again with the intent of airing and acknowledging

different experiences, and identifying commonalities, to produce

the consensual class voice.

In the interest of completeness, it must be added here that

the process will be changed somewhat starting in the fall of

1998. These changes are the result of an inquiry made to the

Legal Advisor of Oregon State University, when a department

chair refused to permit a faculty member to include SGID results

in a promotion and tenure file. The UHC sought guidance from

the OSU Legal officer, who advised that certain changes be made

in the SGID procedure. The UHC responded with a memo dated

June 1, 1998 describing the changes as follows:

1. The SGID facilitator will continue to advise
students that participation is voluntary but also that
their signatures will appear on an accompanying
signature sheet.
2. The SGID facilitator will advise students that their
anonymity cannot be guaranteed in the context of a
small group discussion.
3. The consensus evaluation will be signed by the
class members on an accompanying signature sheet
to verify that it does indeed represent a consensus;
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that all signators were present for discussion and
were given an opportunity to speak if they so chose.

In addition, to be consistent with statements
appearing on p. 37 and p. 47 of the OSU Faculty
Handbook, the results of the evaluation will be
submitted in the form of a signed group letter.

In sum, there will be two parts to the Signed
Group Evaluation Document: an actual signature
sheet, signed by the students at the conclusion of the
session and the typed verbatim comments agreed to
in the discussion itself.

However, because of time constraints (evaluation of data is

to begin before the modified process is implemented) and the

fact that the somewhat different procedure might impact the

SGID results, the evaluations done under the modified procedure

will not be included in this study. That is, the data that will be

included here are those collected in 51 SGID sessions during nine

terms, from Fall term, 1995 through Spring term, 1998,

inclusive. This modification is mentioned here because it

illustrates the flexibility of the SGID system, although it has not

been determined the extent to which the system may be

modified and still be called "SGID."

It was mentioned earlier in this paper that the UHC offers

a written form, a pencil-and-paper evaluation instrument as an

alternative for those faculty who, for reasons of time or other

considerations, opt not to use the SGID. These written forms are

of interest to this study only because they make it possible for a

faculty member to choose not to use SGID. It is the impact of

their availability, not the nature of their content, that is of
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interest to this study, which brings us to the second fork of the

study: the evaluation of the SLID process itself.'

Data Gathering Second Fork: To Evaluate the SGID Process

There are three populations of interest when inquiring

about the usefulness of SLID and the reaction of those who

participated: the

students, the faculty, and the UHC itself. Information from these

three populations provides triangulation of information.

Student Responses

These are available from data collected in Spring Term of

1998, when the staff of the UHC student newsletter, the

Chronicle, conducted a survey for a proposed article about

student attitudes toward course evaluation in the UHC. The

student investigators were not allowed to use the UHC's e-mail

list for the survey itself, but they did use e-mail to announce the

survey, requesting that students fill out a questionnaire. Copies

of the questionnaire were available in the UHC Student Learning

Center (the computer lab and lounge for UHC students), and in

the UHC office. To thank the students for the time they spent

completing the form, candy bars were provided. A total of 56

6 But recall from Chapter 2 that Ory, Braskamp, & Pieper (1980) found that
open-ended written evaluations and group sessions produced basically
the same content, but that each had its advantages. It is the advantages
(and disadvantages) of SGID that this research investigates. Also, the
content of the written UHC evaluations will be addressed in a limited way
in Chapter 4.
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students turned in forms. (The form is included as Appendix

One). Data were analyzed by a student on the Chronicle staff, an

article appeared in the Spring, 1998, Chronicle, and the original

instruments were given to me to use as appropriate.

Faculty Responses

The UHC faculty also had an opportunity to provide their

reactions to the. SGID evaluation process using a questionnaire

that was sent to them by the UHC. The Dean of the UHC gave

permission to use the faculty list, and a hard copy of the

questionnaire was sent to all faculty who taught for the UHC to

date. To thank them for their time, and in the interests of

equality, the faculty also received a candy bar along with the

questionnaire. The questionnaire is included as Appendix Two.

In addition to the official UHC questionnaire, faculty

response can be partly assessed from informal on-site

interaction with faculty (for example, at the UHC picnics, or

spontaneous encounters on Campus) and from e-mailed

messages. Sometimes, in the process of arranging for course

evaluation, a faculty member has included written remarks that

indicate a certain attitude toward SGID, and these are included

when relevant.
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The UHC's Responses

Realistically, there was only one person who seemed to be

in a position to evaluate the usefulness of SLID to the UHC, and

that was Dr. Joe Hendricks, the UHC Dean. He was interviewed

formally, although there had already been three years of

ongoing, informal, casual response from him with respect to the

SLID. During the interview, the Dean suggested that the Head

Advisor of the UHC might have something salient to say about

SGID, and accordingly, the Head Advisor was interviewed. To

thank them for their time, the Dean and the Head Advisor each

received a candy bar.

Data Analysis

There are, then, four major sources of data: one, the SLID

results, which evaluate teaching in the UHC and which are by far

the most voluminous; and three sources that evaluate the SGID

process: the Chronicle survey results; the UHC faculty survey

results; and the interview with the Dean of the UHC. These data

were analyzed according to Strauss and Corbin's (1990)

"constant comparative" method appropriate to naturalistic

inquiry, or "grounded theory," as they also call it. Constant

comparative is a form of content and event analysis that was

championed by Strauss and Corbin (1990). It was further

endorsed by Lindlof (1995), Morgan (1988), and Silverman

(1993), who incorporated constant comparative techniques into
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their methods. Because Strauss and Corbin (1990) provide the

clearest description of constant comparative, it is primarily their

version that is presented here. Constant comparative involves

the following steps: coding (data), counting (instances), and

constructing (a conditional matrix). These are described as

follows.

Coding Data

There are two types of data coding with which one begins

to analyze data in constant comparative, open and axial.

Open coding This is "the process of breaking down,

examining, comparing, conceptualizing, and categorizing data"

(Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p. 61). It makes intuitive sense: look

at what you have collected, seek commonalities, and put things

into categories. This is analysis in the sense of breaking a

phenomenon (evaluation texts, in this case) apart into elements,

and naming them.

Axial coding. Axial coding is "a set of procedures whereby

data are put back together in new ways after open coding, by

making a connection between categories" (Strauss and Corbin,

1990, p.96).

The difference between open and axial coding is that "open

coding fractures the data and allows one to identify some

categories, their properties, and dimensional locations. Axial

coding puts those data back together in new ways by making

connections between a category and its sub-categories" (Strauss
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and Corbin, 1990, p. 97, authors' italics). The authors note that

although these two coding activities are conceptually different,

the researcher in practice actually moves constantly from one

mode to the other (hence "constant comparative" as the

descriptor). In both open and axial coding, the researcher pays

special attention to phenomena that are unexpected or strikingly

different from the apparent norm, for purposes of negative case

analysis (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p.108-109).

It is not possible to identify the concepts and categories

prior to data analysis because these emerge as an important

product of data analysis. One may be tempted to anticipate what

the concepts and categories might be, but the precepts of

grounded theory and naturalistic inquiry in general strongly

urge against doing so, lest the researcher's own preconceived

notions distort the data into a self-fulfilling prophecy (Strauss

and Corbin, 1990, p. 75-77). Accordingly, there was attempt

initially to suggest the concepts and categories that might

emerge from the process of data analysis for this study.

Counting Instances

Although this is a thoroughgoing naturalistic study,

descriptive statistics will be used as appropriate. Silverman

(1993) insists that the qualitative researcher needs to count

things from time to time. As responses are coded, they must be

counted to indicate which are more frequent or typical, and

which are atypical outliers. The use of counting is appropriate
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here because "the critical reader is forced to ponder whether the

researcher has selected only those fragments of data which

support his [sic] argument. Where deviant cases are cited and

explained, the reader feels more confident about the analysis"

(Silverman, 1993, p. 162-163). Accordingly, analysis of these

data will employ, as Silverman prescribes, "simple counting

procedures" (p. 166).

However, there is a third step in the data analysis process

suggested by Strauss and Corbin (1990), and this one, we can

anticipate. It is constructing an integrating device, one that they

call the conditional matrix.

Constructing the Conditional Matrix

A conditional matrix is "an analytic aid, a diagram, useful

for considering the wide range of conditions and consequences

related to the phenomenon under study. The matrix enables the

analyst to both [sic] distinguish and link levels of conditions and

consequences" (Strauss and Corbin, p. 158).

That definition does not allow the reader to visualize just

what the matrix looks like. Actually, it is very simple. Pictured

in Strauss and Corbin (1990, p. 163) the conditional matrix is

nothing but a series of concentric circles (and a circular "matrix"

is a novelty) with the most distant or abstract concepts at the

outer ring, and the most immediate or concrete phenomena at

the center. It is an abstraction ladder rendered in circles (recall

Hayakawa's 1949 abstraction ladder that puts the concrete
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immediate present at the bottom of the ladder, with rungs

leading up through levels of increasing abstraction to the highest

abstractions at the top and beyond). The purpose of the matrix is

to remind the analyst that the event under observation is

situated within greater and lesser levels of abstraction, and is

influenced by all of them. The nature of the conditional matrix

will be fully explored in Chapter Five, including the possible

objection that concentric circles constitute an unstructured

system.

A conditional matrix will be constructed as a method of

integrating data analysis for this study. Indeed, it can be

conceptualized immediately, because although the data are not

yet analyzed, the milieu in which the SGID sessions take place is

well established. At the center of the matrix would be the

immediate SGID session under investigation, followed by the

course as a whole, offered within the UHC, commonly by an

instructor from a larger academic department (although not

always; in some cases, this ring indicates the UHC, and in others,

the instructor's department). The academic department is

situated within a College within the University and its

regulations are in turn subjected to the laws of the State of

Oregon. The use of the matrix is to trace the path of a given

event, and by "event" can be meant an element as small as a

specific word from a specific text, to an element as large as

national policy or even larger. Phenomena can be studied at

different matrix levels, and this will be done for the study at
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hand. That is, data will be examined at the level of the SGID

session reports, of the UHC and the academic departments, of the

University, and of the State of Oregon. It will be possible to

achieve these levels of analysis because data will have been

collected at each level:

Level 1: SGID data have been collected from individual

classes.

Level 2: UHC data have been collected from the students

by the Chronicle survey and will be collected by interview with

the UHC Dean and any additional persons he suggests.

Level 3: Data from departmental instructors will be

collected by a survey sent to those faculty who have taught for

the UHC.

These first three levels are specific to the study, as stated

before. However, there are two other levels that may be

anticipated because I have had the privilege of serving on the

OSU Faculty Senate Task Force on Assessment of Teaching. For

the entire academic year, I took notes at the meetings and

engaged in ongoing e-mail dialogue with the other members. The

Task Force assembled responses from all the Colleges of the

University with respect to their attitudes and preferences vis a

vis assessment of teaching. These data constitute an

unanticipated opportunity to get a sense of what is considered

important in the Colleges of Oregon State University when it

comes to teaching assessment.
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In addition, the aforementioned consultation with the

Legal Officer of Oregon State University illuminated the rules

and regulations that OSU has set forth, under which student

assessment of teaching is supposed to take place. These in turn

led to an examination of the law of the State of Oregon under

which the University, in turn, is supposed to operate.

Accordingly:

Level 4: University data re: teaching evaluation are

available from the material generated and gathered by the

Faculty Senate Task Force on Assessment of Teaching

Level 5: State of Oregon data vis a vis teaching evaluation

are readily available from the Oregon Revised Statutes

These last two levels, the outermost rings of the

conditional matrix, are needed in order to situate the UHC's

evaluation practices in context, and to understand that what

goes on in the SGID sessions is affected by the conditions and

situations operating elsewhere. These do not provide data to be

analyzed in the same sense as the first three levels, but provide

a broader understanding that is essential for eventual theory

building (Strauss and Corbin, Chapter 10, p. 158-175).

One caveat is in order. Although the conditional matrix is

an important part of the methodology of this study, Strauss and

Corbin (1990) place rather more emphasis on the causal

connections within it than would Guba and Lincoln (1988). For

Strauss and Corbin, causal connections are central to

understanding the linkages between the levels of the conditional
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matrix (see p. 100-101). For Guba and Lincoln, on the other

hand, "all elements that may be found in some situational

context are in constant interaction, each shaping and being

shaped by the others in myriad complex ways" (p. 95) They flat-

out reject cause-and-effect interpretations of phenomena: "The

act of separating out some particular set of relationships and

labeling them 'the' cause-effect set is arbitrary and meaningless

-- at best a human imputation" (p. 95). This study adheres more

closely to the naturalistic world view of Guba and Lincoln's

methodology, while using as a method, the grounded theory

conditional matrix from Strauss and Corbin. Such borrowing is, of

course, consistent with the aforementioned distinction between

methodology (world view) and method (tool).

Criteria for Trustworthiness

The community of naturalistic or qualitative researchers

has set forth suggested criteria for determining the

trustworthiness of a qualitative study. Miles and Huberman

(1988) compare the centuries-long development of standards for

positivistic studies, with the familiar criteria of reliability and

validity, to the mere decades of development of standards for

naturalistic studies. The naturalistic paradigm is newer, they

note, but not lacking in standards. They suggest that Lincoln and

Guba's (1985) techniques for establishing trustworthiness

represent the state of the art when it comes to judging

qualitative studies. They are not alone. Bogdan and Bicklen
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(1992), Burns (1989), Campbell (1994), Erickson (1986),

Firestone and Dawson (1988), Hendricks (1996), Lindlof (1995),

Patton (1990), Silverman (1993), Sprenkle (1994), and Strauss

and Corbin (1990), all make much the same point, referencing

Lincoln and Guba (1985), referencing another author who in

turn references Lincoln and Guba, or, as in the case of LeCompte

and Goetz (1982), who predate Lincoln and Guba by three years,

listing the same criteria for trustworthiness without referencing

anybody.

Lincoln and Guba's (1985, p. 328) criteria for

trustworthiness are listed here, together with statements about

how this study meets each of those criteria. These criteria are

grouped under three headings: Credibility, Transferability, and

Dependability.

Credibility. Credibility involves five criteria: activities in

the field, peer debriefing, negative case analysis, referential

adequacy, and member checks. These are listed below, together

with their sub-criteria.

Activities in the field include three criteria, as follows.

Prolonged engagement:. Data were collected from 51 class

sections over a three year period.

Persistent observation: In addition to conducting the SGID

sessions, my assistantship provided me with some 8 hours a

week in the SLUG (the Honors Student Learning Center),

participation in most of the UHC events, planning some of those
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events, and three years of "hanging out" in the UHC office around

the candy jar.

Triangulation.: Data were collected from SGID sessions (and

there is an element of triangulation in that process, inasmuch as

students confer with other groups of students), the student

survey, the faculty survey, UHC interviews, and some written

evaluations used for comparison.

Peer Debriefing involved the process whereby coded

data were examined by peers not directly involved in the

collection of the data or the UHC evaluation process. These

included a colleague in the Education doctoral program, and a

faculty member who teaches research methods.

Negative Case Analysis occurred when SGID or survey

results were strongly at odds with the general trends, and these

were examined further in the hope of explicating the apparent

anomalies. These negative cases were discussed with the UHC

administration, who were able to assist in the analysis. Note:

negative cases will be identified in the tabulated results as

"negative remarks" but will not be analyzed in this section.

Rather, they will be analyzed in Chapter Five.

Referential adequacy refers to the availability of

material other than the immediate data, material that can

provide background and context. In this study, there are three

years of e-mail and other correspondence with faculty, together

with an ongoing record kept in the UHC scrapbooks and photo

albums, which together serve as indicators of the quality of the
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relationship between the researcher, UHC, the UHC faculty, and

the UHC students.

Member checks are consultations with people who have

participated in the study, members of the community wherein

the study has taken place. In this case, there is an immediate

member check within the SGID process on site, inasmuch as the

facilitator reconfirms the wording of the SLID results with the

students themselves. Further, the Dean of the UHC and the Head

Advisor of the UHC were consulted vis a vis their responses to

the tabulated data. A group of 20 students were presented with

a subset of the raw data, to affirm the plausibility of the coding

scheme, and the same students reviewed the collected SGID data,

with an eye to explaining or illuminating the findings. Their

observations will be included in Chapter Five.

Transferability. There are no sub-criteria under Lincoln

and Guba's (1985) construct of transferability. What is required

for transferability is thick description, as follows.

Thick description. Thick description is the quality of the

written report that lends a sense of "being there" for a reader.

Quite unlike the generalized sterility of the positivistic study, the

humanistic study must be written up with details that indicate

the real life setting in which the study took place. Readers, then,

may identify the setting as one that is familiar to a setting of

interest to themselves, or as one that is radically unlike the

setting of interest. Readers need to be given enough information

(thick description) to decide whether or not the findings are
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transferable to whatever setting they are interested in. It is

hoped that the present text will provide thick description.

Dependability. Dependability requires two types of audit,

the dependibility audit and the confirmability audit. These are

discussed below.

Dependability audit: There is a record of all the steps of

this investigation. The dates of all SLID sessions are recorded,

together with the dates of preliminary steps in the process (e.g.

faculty notification letters, reminders).

Confirmability audit: There are abundant faculty and

students available to confirm that indeed I was where I said I

was, when I was, in the process of collecting these data.

Criteria for Sampling Adequacy

How does one know which people to sample in a

qualitative study? How does one know how many of them to

sample? Sandelowski (1995) suggests that there are research

situations wherein the samples are "chosen on 'reasonable'

grounds rather than on analytic grounds after some data have

already been collected" (p. 182). That is the case here, because

the decision about which classes should participate in SGID

sessions is not up to the researcher. All of the instructors were

invited to participate, and just over 50% chose to do so. Given

the rules and regulations surrounding teaching evaluations at

OSU, it would be impossible for a researcher to decide in

advance which classes would participate.
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Fortunately, the response to utilize SGID was large enough

that, over time, the results began to show signs of theoretical

saturation, or informational redundancy. That is, the same things

began to show up over and over again, with nothing new being

said. According to Sandelowski (1995), it takes about 30 to 50

interviews or sessions to reach theoretical saturation: "for

grounded theory, about 30 to 50 interviews and/or observations

are appropriate" (p. 182). Happily, the number of SGID sessions

upon which this research is based is a comfortable 51.

In addition to allowing sampling according to "reasonable

grounds" and concerns about theoretical saturation and

information redundancy, Sandelowski (1995) advises that there

be input from enough sampling units to form a rounded picture

of the research setting. Accordingly, the sampling units for this

research include all elements of the UHC's instructional

operation: 50% of the instructors, 17% of the students, and the

UHC administration all participated, either in SGID session,

evaluation survey, interview, or a combination.

Having addressed the elements for establishing the

trustworthiness of this research and the adequacy of the

sampling, we turn now to the results themselves, for each of the

two major forks of this study.
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Conclusion of Methodology Chapter

The methodology of this study, then, is naturalistic. The

method is the constant comparative method from grounded

theory methodology, which will produce data analysis of:

The SGID results collected from the UHC classrooms over

three years;

Results of surveys of UHC students, faculty, and the UHC

Dean.

These analyses will be situated within a conditional matrix

that includes the wider scope of Oregon State University and the

State of Oregon, to answer the basic research questions as

previously set forth:

1. Re: student evaluation of teaching in the UHC, in what

ways are the UHC classes working to help students learn?

2. Re: a methodological concern, in what ways does the

SGID process fulfill the needs of students, teachers, and the UHC,

with respect to question 1?
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Preliminary Remarks About the Results

As set forth in the Methodology chapter, the Small Group

Instructional Diagnosis (SGID) groups have met, and the SGID

data are collected, counted, and categorized. The faculty have

been polled, as have the students, and those results have

similarly been analyzed. There has been an interview with the

Dean of the Honors College, and with the Head Advisor. The

candy bars have all been eaten and much appreciated. A group

of 20 students met in the Honors Learning Center (Students

Learning UnderGround, the SLUG) over a two day period for

member check sessions, for which the UHC provided what the

Dean calls "edible inducements": cold fried chicken, bean dip

platter, chips, pop, fudge, and apples.

Additionally, the themes gathered from the literature, as

set forth in Chapter Two, have been revisited and examined to

see what they might have in common with the SGID findings.

The OSU teacher evaluation optical scanner form has been

consulted to compare its items with what the students have said

in SGID sessions.

As might be expected from a three year study, there is a

mountain of data. How best to make sense of it?

The task is to set forth the results of the two forks which

constitute the research questions of the study: 1) the results of
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the SGID instructor evaluation data, and 2) the methodological

results from the faculty survey, student survey, and UHC

interview.

Results of the Two-Pronged Investigation

The study was conducted in 51 different classes, in a

variety of settings, from students sitting on antique carved

benches in the lobby of the Studio Theatre, to students sitting on

metal stools in front of the Bunsen burners, tubes and potions of

a microbiology laboratory, to students sitting in the tastefully

upholstered adjustable-back chairs of the shiny new UHC

classroom with squirrels and birds in the trees outside the

windows. The data were collected early in the morning, students

gnawing on breakfast bagels, and they were collected after dark,

students keeping awake with a Latte Grande from the coffee

shop in the new Library addition. During data collection there

was much laughter, outbursts of argument, moments of high

hilarity ("we can't put THAT down!") and puzzlement ("why did

she assign the red book again this term?") and tenderness

("there's a lot of love in this classroom"). In the process of coding

and counting the data entries, I could not help but remember

the students, some of whom I last saw at Commencement,

resplendent in their Honors regalia. There was life in those

sessions, abundant life, and to work again through the remarks

the students had produced in the SLID sessions was remarkably

poignant.
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But, alas, the process of reduction and coding seemed to

squeeze the life out of the entire data bank, as words with which

students wrestled ("shall we really say 'massacred?"') were

sterilized into classifications (category: Instructor Behavior and

Attitudes, subcategory flexibility, negative remark, one count).

The classifications were further sterilized into counts that add

up horizontally and vertically, resulting in a massive array of

data with all the life of a concrete block, a disastrous situation

for a supposedly humanistic study.

Those data are assembled in the following pages,

presented both in the form of tables and text. In an attempt to

pump some life back into the analysis, it is necessary to frame

the collected data with some underlying questions, remembering

that in this section, the foundational question is to determine

what the SGID process tells about student responses to teaching

in the UHC. The foundational questions are those that ask if SGID

tells us anything that we don't already know from the literature,

or that we couldn't find out just as well using the OSU optical

scanner forms.

So first, we revisit the literature review in Chapter Two,

and second, we inquire into the normal and customary

evaluation in the classrooms of Oregon State University, the

optical scanner forms.

The instructional evaluation literature reviewed for this

project dealt with the validity issues of gender, grades, academic

discipline, and behavior and personality correlates. There were
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reliability studies' addressing the overall question of the extent

to which students rate a professor the same way some time after

the class as they did when they took the class. There were

reliability questions about the extent to which students rate

faculty in a manner similar to other raters, such as faculty

colleagues, former students, and administrators. There were

questions about how departments rank the faculty on the basis

of student ratings. We will look to see if these are the same

issues that surfaced in the SGID results.

Similarly, we will look at the OSU optical scanner

evaluation form to see if it addresses the same issues that

surfaced in the SGID results. Because we will need it for

reference as we proceed, here is a description of that form. The

current optical scanner form asks 12 questions, to which

students respond using a Likert scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to

4 (strongly agree) with option for N (no basis for opinion). A

copy is included as Appendix Three.but the questions are

presented here:

1. Course objectives and requirements were
clearly presented to me.

2. The instructor was well prepared and
organized.

3. The instructor explained the material clearly.
4. The instructor was sensitive to my/the class'

ability to understand the material

' It has been suggested that these are not questions of reliability, but of
concurrent validity. However, Feldman (1989) holds that such studies are

reliability studies, and that validity cannot be inferred from them.
Personally, I could use either term, but because of the high esteem given
to Feldman in Chapter Two, I will defer to his term.
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5. The instructor stimulated enthusiasm for the
subject matter of the course

6. The instructor provided scheduled office hours
or was readily available for consultation with me.
7. The instructor was fair and impartial in dealing

with me.
8. The instructor encouraged me to think for

myself.
9. The examinations were relevant to the reading

assignments and to the material presented
in class.

10. The instructor used good communication skills.
11. As a result of having this instructor, I have

learned a significant number of new ideas
and/or skills.

12. All things considered, I was favorably
impressed by this instructor.

Having suggested the previously examined literature and

the OSU optical scanner form as landmarks through which to

navigate our foundational question, we plow into the

accumulated SGID data. Let us go and make our visit.

The SGID Data

Results of the SGID data collection will be reported in two

ways, one major and one minor. The major way is an

examination of results from all the SGID sessions in the study,

the accumulation of three years of listening to students in the

SGID focus groups. It seemed at first that these would be the

only responses to examine. But it turned out that there were

seven instructors who used both the SGID and the UHC written

forms as well, an unexpected bonus. The existence of these

group - written sets matched for individual instructors allows us
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to see if students say more or less the same things in the groups

that they put in writing. The minor way of analyzing the SGID

data is the examination of the subset of data from instructors

who employed both SGID and written evaluation forms.

Results From All SGID Sessions

During the three years of this study, 51 SGID sessions were

conducted. It started out slowly. At first there were only a

handful of instructors who opted for the group evaluation.

During the 1995-1996 academic year, there were seven SGID

sessions; during 1996-1997 there were 21; and during 1997-

1998, there were 23. At this writing (mid-Fall 1998, after the

data collection period) there have been 12 group sessions for

this term already. If the three years of data collection had been

this brisk, we would have 108 SGID sections on which to report,

over twice as many. But we have 51, not including some

variations, e.g. evaluations collected over e-mail for the field trip

to the Shakespeare plays in Ashland, but such variations are not

included in this analysis. Only the 51 SGID sessions are included.

The size of the class varied from the smallest, three students in

one Liberal Arts class (they wished it had been larger so that

more students could have enjoyed what they thought was a

wonderful, experience) to Science sections of 24 (which are

overly large; the convention for honors classes nationwide is 20

students or less, but four extras were let in because they begged
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piteously to be taught by the much beloved teacher. "We Love

You, Dr. X!" was on his SGID evaluation).

The three Liberal Arts students talked as long as the 24

Science students. The length of the list of comments generated

by the groups was not related to the size of the class nor to the

length of the session. Some groups haggled endlessly over the

exact wording of a fairly short list, some included rambling

paragraphs.

And all of it, short lists to rambling paragraphs, was coded

and counted as follows.

The coding and counting process described. Axial coding

and counting of the SGID data began with a micro-classification

scheme of the constant-comparative genre. The results of this

classification are shown in Table 4.1, which will be addressed

shortly. The first step was to print an enlarged-text version of

each of the 51 SGID results memos (usually two pages per

memo) that was sent to the instructors. Enlarged text provides

sufficient space for coding and comments. Using felt-tip pens,

each line of each memo was color-coded as to whether it was a

positive remark (green), a negative remark (red), or a suggestion

for change (yellow). One could thus easily get a sense of the

proportion of positive remarks to negative remarks to

suggestions, and the uneasiness began at once: I am losing

information, here.
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The table is presented on the following pages.

It took several steps to generate it. The second step was to

read each of these memos carefully, identifying key words and

circling them. For example, in the class comment, "We really

liked the more casual atmosphere at the end of the term," the

words "casual atmosphere" were circled. And in "OSU's computer

network is inadequate and unreliable," the words "computer

network" were circled. Identifying key words was not really a

challenge. Nouns, adjectives, and verbs seemed to leap out, but

here lies an immediate caution. Pungent words like "hate" had to

be attended to, but they conveyed the wrong impression. "Hate,"

for example, referred to the dry-erase boards because of the

way the markers smelled. Strong word, but applied to an issue

of modest import. At any rate, the key words were circled.

Having circled the key words, the next task was to code

them. Initially, it seemed that there was a separate category for

every key word. To group them into categories was, as said

before, to lose too much information, to lose nuance, to lose wit

and life. But at about 15 key words per page for 112 pages,

there would be about 1680 categories. The need to collapse

categories was immediately obvious, even though the process of

coding, or abstracting, involves a painful loss of information.

Accordingly, as each key word was considered, categories
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Table 4.1: SGID results, all student responses

Does not Sugg. for
Category What work chg. Total

works
PP: Physical Plant
classroom & 41/102 47/102 14/102 102/119
equipment, 40% 46% 13% 86%
including computers
library 3/4 1/4 4/119

75% 25% 3%

noise 12/13 1/13 13/119
92% 8% 1%

sub-total 311119 62/119 16/119 1191
26% 52% 13% 1308

9%

NIC: Not
instructor's
choice
costs 2/2 2/95

100%) 2%

recitation section, 5 /14 7/ 14 2/ 14 14/95
teaching assistant 35% 50% 14% 15s%

schedule (time, day) 8/41 24/41 9/41 41/95
20% 60% 20% 43%

small class size 25/31 4/31 2/31 31/95
80% 13% 6% 30%

student diversity 6/7 1/7 7/95
90% 10% 7%

sub-total 44/95 37/95 14/95 95/1308
50% 39% 15% 7%

Student behavior
& attitudes
st. responsibility 3/46 13/46 46/69

70% 30% 67%

st. digressions, 1 1/ 1 1 1 1 /69

talking in class 100% 16%

st. feedback, 8/12 2/ 12 2/12 12/69
interaction 67% 17% 17% 17%

sub-total 41169 26/69 2/69 69/1308
59% 38% 2% 5%



157

Table 4.1, continued

Instructor works doesn't work sugg chg Total
Behavior &
Attitude
available & 39/40 1/40 40/206
trustworthy 98% 3% 19%

clarity of thought 5/10 5/10 10/206
50% 50% 5%

knowledgeable, 13/15 2/15 15/206
interesting 87% 13% 7%

flexible, encourages 36/50 12/50 2/50 50/206
creativity 70% 24% 4% 24%

enthusiasm, humor 27/7 27/206
100% 13%

real life connections 22/24 2/24 24/206
(food) 91% 8% 12%

relaxed, casual 19/19 19/206
atmosphere 100% 9%

respects sts opinions 18/18 18/206
100% 9%

too quiet 3/3 3/206
100% 2%

sub-total 179/206 22/206 5/206 206/
87% 11% 2% 1308

16%
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Table 4.1, continued

Pedagogical doesn't work sugg chg

choices works Total
assignments 13/47 15/47 19/47 47/819

28% 32% 40% 6%

group work 23/26 3/26 26/819
88% 12% 3%

books & all reading 33/57 18/57 6/57 57/819
matl's 58% 31% 11% 7%
classroom demeanor 19/69 18/68 31/68 68/819

28% 26% 46% 8%

content 4/48 24/48 20/48 48/819
8% 50% 42% 6%

difficulty, pace, 19/119 71/119 29/119 119/819
workload 16% 76% 24% 115%
discussions 33/75 13/75 29/75 75/819

45% 17% 39% 9%
digressions, 11/11 11/819
distractions 100% 1%
exams 7/20 6/20 7/20 20/819

35% 30% 35% 2%

feedback, previews 65/111 12/111 34/111 111/819
59% 11% 31% 14%

field trips, out of 4/ 18 2/18 12/18 18/819
class 22% 11% 67% 2%
grading, grade 4/29 13/29 12/29 29/819
expectations 14% 45% 41% 4%
no tests 14/14 14/819

100% 2%

syllabus, 19/121 44/121 58/121 121/819
expectations 16% 36% 48% 15%

UHC students 3/6 3/6 6/819
separate part of 50% 50% 1%
larger class

VA's, guests, panels 30/49 4/49 15/49 49/819
61% 8% 31% 6%

sub-totals 287/819 257/819 275/819 819/
35% 31% 34% 1308

63%

totals 592/1308 404/1308 312/1308 1308
45% 31% 23%
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developed in the process of grouping key words that fit

conceptually together. Some were wonderfully obvious: all

references to chairs ("We like the chairs," "The chairs were nice")

were grouped together with references to other furniture

("Noisy heaters sort of cool") and classroom accoutrements ("Dry

erase boards: Hate!"). References to the Library services were

grouped together, as were references to the construction noise

from the Library project. A number of the comments referenced

student behavior ("Students should get help when needed,"

"Students are open-minded," "Friendly students, willing to help

each other"), and these suggested a category for student

behavior and attitudes. Most of the entries, however, required

considerable thought, considerable discernment, to group them

into categories.

It is important to point out that there was no external

coding scheme brought in and fitted over the students' words.

During the coding process, no thought was given to the

categories from the literature or from the OSU optical scanner --

no conscious thought, that is. Possibly there had to be some

internal schema operating or there- could have been no grouping

at all. Or possibly the the scheme evolved during the process.

So into what groups did these comments fall?

Not surprisingly, the lion's share of comments on the SGID

memos were directed toward the teacher. SGID is perceived as

primarily an instructor evaluation process, after all, and the

proportion of remarks germane to the teacher was
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understandably high. The challenge was to perceive less than

several hundred categories, but more than one. Again, some

entries were easy to classify: "Sense of humor, not boring" or

"Existentially cool dude!!!" seem to refer to some characteristic

that the instructor brings to the class, and with which the

instructor leaves the class. A sense of humor or enthusiasm or

kindliness could conceivably be put on for the class and taken

off afterwards, but it seems reasonable to assume that these are

things that instructors take with them wherever they go. So

personal adjectives like "enthusiastic" were grouped with the

same words whenever they appeared. "Enthusiastic" appeared

18 times, for example, and "humor" nine. As able 4.1 shows, the

coding and classifying yielded nine subcategories of Instructor

Behavior and Attitude.

Almost exactly two-thirds of all the SGID entries dealt with

the way the teacher had set up the course, the assignments, the

expectations, and generally what transpired in the classroom

and to some extent out of it. Of the 1308 initial student remarks

counted, 819 of them referenced pedagogical decisions made by

the teacher. "Good demonstrations, good lecture" went into a

"classroom demeanors" category, "Experiments geared towards

our level" went into a "difficulty, pace and workload" category,

"We like the syllabus; it's very specific" went into a "syllabus

and expectations" category, and so on. The coding yielded 16

such categories of pedagogical choices, and some of these were

actually compilations of even finer-grained categorization, as the
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number of categories became so great that it would be

impossible to discern larger patterns. These entries included

references to field trips, discussions, exams, group work, and a

dizzying array of smaller categories such as starting and

stopping on time (5 entries).

This coding yielded 36 separate categories. These are

entered as the subcategories in Table 4.1. Still, something had to

be done to group these into conceptually compatible larger

categories. The first three main categories were reasonably

obvious: Physical Plant, Not Instructor's Choice, and Student

Behavior and Attitudes. That is, five sub-categories fell easily

into a "Physical Plant" main category. The Physical Plant

category includes some elements that are not strictly physical

plant operations, but are part of other OSU services such as the

Library. Into the Not Instructor's Choice category were grouped

educational elements that impact learning, but over which the

instructor has no real choice. These include elements such as the

size of the class (mentioned 31 times), the time the class is

scheduled (41 times), and the diversity of the students (seven

times). All entries, that described the characteristics or general

behavior of the students were grouped into "Student Behavior

and Attitudes." This included remarks such as "Good discussions

with students in class" and "Friendly students willing to help

each other." Obviously, an argument can be made for including

student-related remarks in their own category, but it is here

that the lines between categories reveal their permeability.
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Much of what students do in and out of class is not the

instructor's choice, and would be included in the "Not

Instructor's Choice" category.

Here we make a detour concerning the permeability of the

boundaries between subcategories. The inductive nature of the

classification process was fraught with frustration. There were

too many entries that could be entered into more than one

category, with perfect reasonableness, and that resisted easy

classification. To take the organic, naturalistic view is to resist a

cause-effect understanding of phenomena, and I am loath to

claim that the teacher's "enthusiasm" "caused" "student

cooperation." In real classrooms, phenomena are not discrete,

and they interact in noncausal relationship. So when the

researcher is presented with "Students help each other," for

example, where is this remark to be put ? It is a characteristic, if

you will, of the class, not of the teacher or of the students, but in

a classification scheme, the analyst has to stick it somewhere, so

it is counted, with trepidation, as a "student behaviors" entry.

Having restated the non-discrete nature of the

classifications, I proceed.

When it came to grouping instructor-related subcategories,

the challenge was at first daunting. There are 25 instructor-

related subcategories. However, as mentioned above, it is

possible to group these into two crude, but conceptually distinct

(if operationally indistinct) main categories: "Instructor Behavior

and Attitudes", and "Pedagogical Choices." As stated earlier, the
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general idea is that instructors carry their personal

characteristics (behaviors and attitudes) around with them

wherever they go, and that these are likely to remain constant

throughout a term and from one term to the next. Pedagogical

choices, however, are subject to change almost on a moment's

notice. Personal characteristics are presumed here not to be

subject to reason and argument, whereas pedagogical choices

could be subject to reason and argument. Theoretically, anyway,

a teacher is unlikely to develop a sense of humor by the end of

the class period, but the teacher can cancel a test or schedule a

movie on short notice. So each of the teacher-related

subcategories was placed either into the category of Instructor

Behavior and Attitudes, or of Pedagogical Choices, depending

upon whether it seemed that the instructor had some choice in

the matter under discussion.

It could be argued that a teacher's behavior and attitudes

are foundational for the teacher's pedagogical choices, and that

they could all be included in the same category. This would be

plausible. But to combine all teacher-related entries would

produce one main category of 1025 undifferentiated items, and

thus endeth the analysis.

Accordingly, the list of main categories came down to five:

Physical Plant, Not Instructor's Choice, Student Behavior and

Attitudes, Teacher Behavior and Attitudes, and Pedagogical

Choices. As shown in Table 4.1, the 36 subcategories are grouped

into these five main categories. It is perhaps of some interest
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that in the SGID sessions conducted for the UHC this term, after

the data collection period ended, the newly articulated data fell

instantly and easily in to the now-established classifications. It

felt like a validation of the usefulness of the scheme. And of

course, my prior knowledge of the scheme served to influence

how I understood the subsequent events.

Turning again to Table 4.1, you can see that the data are

displayed not only according to the category and sub-category,

but also according to the coding of positive remark ("What

works"), negative remark ("Does not work"), or suggestion for

change ("Sugg. for chg"). This fulfills Strauss and Corbin's (1990)

directive that data should be coded not only according to a

category, but according to a quality-related classification within

that category. It gives a crude sense of what the students said

about the element: they liked it, or didn't, or had some

suggestion to make. Crude it is, but it is still more informative

than just saying that students mentioned equipment 102 times,

when in fact only 41 of those remarks were positive.

So what we have in Table 4.1 is a list of attributes

arranged in five main categories containing their subcategories,

and a positive-negative valence assigned to each entry.

But it is hard to trust a first-pass effort at counting. What

if all those entries were counted a second time? Would they

constellate into anything like the first pattern? To find out,

another counting and classifying procedure was performed over

all the SGID results memos. The reason for doing this was to
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affirm the trustworthiness of the original codes, counts, and

classifications. Using printed memos with key words circled, but

that did not show any notations of the first coding, all of the

entries were re-examined with an eye to placing each in one of

the five main categories. The thought was that the numbers in

the first count using the finer-grained lens should correspond

more than roughly to the numbers if the data are re-counted

using the coarser-grained lens of the main categories.

Table 4.2, appearing on the following page, shows the

happy results of this second count. That the numbers are not

identical to Table 4.1 is a demonstration of the permeability of

the boundaries of some of the categories, but the numbers are

gratifyingly similar. First, the total of entries for the first count

was 1308. The second count yielded 1333. On the first count,

obviously, I grouped 25 key words together that I counted

separately in the second count. With respect to the totals in the

main categories, there were 119 entries for Physical Plant in the

first count, and 105 for the second. The second time around, 14

entries were grouped together or assigned to a different

category,which accounts for the lower tally. Items that were Not

Instructor's Choice numbered 95 in the first count, and 87 in the

second. Again, either grouping or assignment to a different

category accounts for the lower number in the second counting,

but the numbers are similar enough that this researcher is

satisfied. The difference between the entries in Student Behavior
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Table 4.2: SGID results recounted using concepts
rather than separate categories

Doesn't Sugg.
Concept What work for Totals

works change
Physical
plant, 34/105 58/105 13/105 105/1333
computers 32% 55% 12% 8%
Not
instructor's 36/87 31/87 20/87 87/1333
choice 41% 36% 23% 7%

Instructor
behavior, 124/148 18/148 6/148 148/1333
attitudes 83% 12% 4% 11%
Pedagogical
choices 362/881 247/881 272/881 881/1333

41% 28% 31% 66%
Students'
behavior, 29/112 35/112 48/112 112/1333
attitudes 26% 32% 43% 8%

Totals 585/1333 389/1333 359/1333 1333
43% 29% 27%

and Attitudes is, however, striking. The first count yielded 69

entries, and the second, 112. On the second count, 43 entries that

had been previously entered as Instructor Behavior and

Attitude must have been reconsidered as attributable to

students. How is this possible? To say it again, it is because some

entries address student behavior in the classroom (for example,

dominating discussion) and these could reasonably be

considered primarily within the instructor's domain (to put an

end to the objectionable behavior) or within the students'

domain (personality quirk of a particular student). Or, an entry

about dominating discussion could be counted as a negative
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"discussion" subgroup item. There is considerable room for

shifting among the cells of the table. The permeability of those

borders cannot be overemphasized, although the presence of the

borders is essential to the analysis.

Similarly, there are differences between the first and

second counts of Instructor Behavior and Attitudes, and

Pedagogical Choices. These two main categories total 1025

entries in the first count, and 1029 entries in the second count.

In terms of the sums of these two main categories, they are

almost identical. But the breakdown between them differs. In

the first count, there were 206 entries for Instructor Behavior

and Attitudes, and 819 for Pedagogical Choices. In the second

count, there were 148 entries for Instructor Behavior and

Attitudes, and 881 entries for Pedagogical Choices. But given the

afore-stressed permeability of these classification borders, what

small differences are shown will be allowed to remain as

genuine indicators of the non-discrete nature of these data.

Because of the great overall congruence of the first and

second codings and countings, Table 4.1 will stand as our overall

reference for the SGID data.

But there is also Table 4.3, on the next page, which is Table

4.2 with a reassignment of data. All the items listed as

suggestions were examined according to whether they were

positive or negative (e.g. a suggestion to continue a popular

classroom activity is positive, while a suggestion to eliminate an
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unpopular one is negative). Thus divided, suggestions were

added either to the what works or doesn't -work column.

Table 4.3 illustrates a major problem in interpreting the

so-called negative remarks. First, by no means are the negative

remarks of equal weight, as the earlier example of the dry-erase

board suggests. Some negative remarks were barely on the

negative side of the scale ("Some of us don't like meeting so

early") while others were unequivocally negative ("The red book

sucks"). Further, it was commonplace in the SGID sessions for

negative remarks to be counted twice, once in response to the

question of what is not working, and then again as a suggestion.

To put all the negative remarks together, as in Table 4.3,

illustrates a possible problem with the SGID reporting: the sheer

number of negative items can be greater than the positive items,

giving the unfair impression that the students had mostly

Table 4.3: "Suggestions" responses broken into
"works" and "doesn't work", added to "Works" and
Doesn't Work" totals

What
Concept What works doesn't wk Total
Physical plant, 34/105 71/105 105/1333
computers 32% 68% 8%
Not instructor's 37/87 50/87 87/1333
choice 43% 57% 7%
Instructor beh. 124/148 24/148 148/1333
attitudes 84% 16% 11%
Pedagogical 362/881 519/881 881/1333
choices 41% 59% 66%
Student behavior, 31/112 81/112 112/1333
attitudes 28% 72% 8%
Total 588/1333 745/1333 1333

44% 56%
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negative things to say in the SGID sessions. At least half of the

745 negative entries are repeats from the suggestions sections,

so there are actually more like 373 negative items, far fewer

than the positive count.

The results of the coding and counting described. With the

strong cautions about the permeability of the boundaries and

the bloated negative counts, we turn to Table 4.1 to find out

what the students had to say about teaching in the UHC. The

results are shown in Table 4.1, with all the little numbers of a

tabulated format. Here, more tediously, they will be described in

text format. Each category will be discussed in turn.

Physical Plant: Students commented quite frequently

about physical plant and related elements, which is a curiosity

given that there are no entries at all in the literature that

address physical plant, and nothing on the OSU optical scanner

about it. As will be seen in an upcoming section, students don't

mention physical plant types of things in their written

evaluations for the UHC, either. During the member check, I

asked the students why this might be so. They said two things.

First, that it is easy to talk about physical things because they

are low in the risk of self disclosure. To say that you like the

chairs is perceived as safer than saying that you are touched by

the teacher's warmth. Second, they added, though, that their

learning is definitely impacted by certain of the physical

elements. To be sweltering with the windows closed but
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deafened by construction noise with the windows open is

counterproductive to the learning environment.

There are a total of 119 items in the Physical Plant

category, or 9% of the grand total of entries. Of these, 31 (8%) are

positive, 62 (52%) are negative, and 16 (13%) are suggestions.

The largest subcategory is "classroom, equipment, and

computers," with 41 positive entries (40%), 47 negative entries

(46%) , and 14 suggestions (13%) for a total of 102 /119 items

(86%). A parenthetical remark about computers: computers,

although not on the table as a separate subcategory (there is a

logic to including them as equipment, which they are) were

mentioned 23 times, including 14 complaints (60%) involving

computer use, three positive remarks (13%) , and six suggestions

(26%). Certain of the UHC faculty were particularly interested in

student comments about computers, these being the cutting edge

of pedagogical hardware. Some of the instructors requested

specifically that I ask about computers when conducting the

SGID sessions, so perhaps the frequency with which they were

mentioned is artificially high, comprising 23% of the remarks

about equipment. Noise was mentioned 13 times, or 11% if the

119 items in the category. Specifically, noise from Library

construction was noted as a complaint 12/13 times (92%), but

there was one positive mention of another noise (the friendly

sounding steam radiator, 8%). It might be added here that the

UHC has a definite interest in student responses to the classroom

facilities which have cost the UHC a considerable amount of
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money in remodeling and refurbishing. Negative remarks about

classrooms and equipment were never directed at the new UHC

facility.

Not Instructor's Choice: Non-physical phenomena that

impacted learning but that were not within the choice of the

instructor totaled 95 entries, or 7% of the grand total. In a sense,

the Physical Plant items above could have been included here

because they are not the instructor's choice either, but there is a

certain logic to leaving those in their own category. The most

often mentioned entry involved scheduling, the time or day of

the class (41/95, 43%), with eight positive remarks (29%), 24

negative ones (60%), and nine suggestions (20%). Sometimes

these were generic "grumps" about having to get up early, but

sometimes they addressed presumably avoidable scheduling

conflicts that prevented students from taking the UHC classes

they needed. Class size was favorably mentioned 25 times (80%),

unfavorably mentioned four times, (13%) and mentioned in two

suggestions (6%), for a total of 31/95 remarks (30%). Class size,

of course, is of keen interest to the UHC: is it worth the cost to

keep classes small? Students say yes, it definitely is, but do note

that lack of diversity can be a disadvantage. Some classes were

recitation sections or used teaching assistants, and these

generated 14 remarks (14%): five favorable (35%), seven

unfavorable (50%), and two suggestions (14%). Sometimes there

were difficulties with recitation section (two "doesn't work"

entries), as when the honors section of a class was a recitation
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section of a larger non-honors lecture class, and this did not

always work out. Student diversity was noted favorably (90%)

six times, and generated one suggestion (10%), for a total of

seven mentions (7% of 95). The diversity in this category tended

to refer to the variety of majors and academic backgrounds that

the students bring to the class, but in one important case, it

referred to the lack of racial and ethnic diversity. In that

instance, the class, an Ethics of Diversity class, was removed

from the UHC course list for exactly that reason: there were not

enough students of color present in the class to generate

experience-based discussion. Here, there may have been only

seven entries, but they addressed an issue of great importance

to the UHC.

As in the case of Physical Plant, there are no corresponding

elements in this category on the OSU optical scanner. Nothing

there suggests that anything that impacts learning is outside the

choice of the instructor. There is a logic to that omission if one

assumes that only the instructor is being evaluated by those

forms, but an illogic as well: it assumes that only the instructor

impacts learning.

There are suggestions in the literature that elements that

the instructor did not choose can impact the evaluation of

teaching. These include the time of day of the class, and

peripheral issues such as how long the teacher has been

teaching, the teacher's gender, and the size and academic

discipline of the class. But here, we must note for what will be
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the first of several times, that the literature addresses rank-

ordering of teachers and asks what -impacts that rank-ordering.

In the UHC, there is no rank-ordering, and no way of telling -- or

indeed, of asking -- whether teachers of the hard sciences are

ranked higher or lower than teachers of the humanities, and so

forth. There is no ranking. The best that can be said is that the

literature does address these issues that are not of the

instructor's choice, and so do the students. That much, they have

in common.

Concerning Student Behaviors and Attitudes, it is clear at

the outset that the OSU optical scanner does not address any

student behaviors and attitudes whatsoever. It is, after all,

focused solely on the instructor. The literature, however, does

venture into student behaviors and attitudes, when it asks about

the attitudes students hold toward a subject prior to the

beginning of the class, or how many hours the student considers

as time-valued study hours. The literature that inquires into the

student behaviors and attitudes, again, compares these elements

along the lines of the rank ordering of the teachers' evaluations,

which are absent in the UHC. All we can say is that the UHC

students agree with the literature, that elements of student

behavior and attitude do impact their learning.

Having said that, it can be observed that they don't talk

about it very much in their SGID sessions, as the following will

indicate.
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Student Behavior and Attitudes: There were 69 entries

directed towards the students themselves, or a mere 5% of the

grand total. These included 46 positive comments (67%) about

the students' being responsible (or not). In this subcategory are

remarks about student responsibility, about which students had

mostly good things to say (33 items, 70%), but about which they

sometimes complained (13 items, 30%). Students like feedback

and interaction with others, as was mentioned 12/69 entries

(17%), favorably mentioned eight times (67%), with 2 negative

comments and 2 suggestions (17% each), but they do not like

student digressions or students talking inappropriately in class,

mentioned 11/69 times (16%), all unfavorably.

Given the unarguable fact that there is no class without

students, what are we to make of the finding that the students

do not talk much about their own contributions? The students

themselves, in the member check session, suggested that it is

uncomfortable to talk about other students, and embarrassing to

talk about themselves. To say something like "I am learning a lot

because I study so hard," as one student put it, is "dorky"

beyond endurance. To say "I am not learning anything because I

don't study enough" is equally unthinkable, although I have

heard a couple of students admit that they would learn more if

they studied more, hardly an educational blockbuster. These are,

to speak plainly, nice kids, and they are reluctant to toot their

own horns or to put down a student colleague. However, in the

sessions themselves, when there was a mention of certain
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students who dominated or of a lack of student participation,

that element was usually evident during the SGID process itself.

That is, sometimes one student would dominate the SGID

discussion to an exasperating extent, and it was obvious about

whom the students were talking when they said "some students

dominate." As a contrasting example, I was keenly aware of two

students of color in a class of less than ten, who sat motionless

and silent throughout the entire SGID process. I wanted to

engage them, but because the process would not accommodate

my prodding (and besides, they were told that their

participation was voluntary), I said nothing about it. However,

the other students remarked that there were students whose

voices were not heard in the class, and they wished this were

not so.

Because these were students of color, I read diversity

issues into the situation (and indeed the class was one that dealt

with racism and sexism), but perhaps it was something else. At

any rate, something was going on, and the students discreetly

made note of it. That these kinds of things were only hinted at,

and not often at that, suggests that there are areas for further

inquiry, tips of future research icebergs.

Student comments about their own contributions were

consistently low, even though at every single SGID session, I

reminded them to pay special attention to the contributions of

students. They just didn't do it, for the most part.
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If they perceived the SLID as primarily a chance to

evaluate the instructor, the next two categories affirm that

impression. These focus squarely on the instructor. Suddenly the

OSU optical scanners are starting to come into focus. This is their

"bread and butter," although our first instructor category,

Instructor Behavior and Attitudes, is only marginally

represented on the forms. The forms do ask if the instructor was

fair and impartial, and those would be entered as subcategories

here under Instructor Behavior and Attitudes. Oddly, though,

there are no subcategories in Table 4.1 that correspond to

fairness and impartiality, nor did I hear any mention at any

time of anything like fairness issues. Not only did these not

surface in the SGID sessions, but I can testify most soberly that I

have heard absolutely no mention anywhere else in the UHC of

anything about fairness or unfairness. Why this should be is

open to speculation, because these very alert and energetic

students would not put up with anything they perceived as

unfair. I speculate that there is an ethic of trust, an atmosphere

of mutual regard, around the UHC, that is solid enough that

people do not even think to mention it. Perhaps it relates to the

way the Dean selects teachers. What does the fairness question

say about the attitude of the University at large? We leave that

question open, to be addressed when we construct the

conditional matrix in the next chapter.

Another item on the optical scanner that touches on

instructor behavior and attitudes is the item "the instructor
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stimulated enthusiasm for the subject matter of the course." This

item is worded with a behavioral slant, but classroom experience

suggests that an instructor who stimulates enthusiasm is

probably an enthusiastic instructor in the first place. Allowing

for the carefully worded behavioral descriptive in the optical

scanner, we could say that the category of instructor enthusiasm

in Table 4.1 has its counterpart in the "stimulates enthusiasm"

item on the optical scanner.

Enthusiasm was addressed in the literature, also. It

showed up frequently in the evaluation forms used by different

universities, and as a variable posited to contribute to

instructional evaluation scores. The videotaped lectures that

were used in laboratory experiments made it a point to vary the

level of enthusiasm, to see if students would be dazzled by an

enthusiastic but content-free presentation. So when the UHC

students mentioned enthusiasm, they were echoing a fairly

common thought: that teacher enthusiasm contributes either to

higher ratings (though UHC evaluations have no higher or lower

rankings), to greater-student learning, or to both.

One item on the optical scanner addresses teacher

sensitivity: "The, instructor was sensitive to my/the class' ability

to understand the material." In Table 4.1, that item might

correspond to the entries that are subsumed into the "available

and trustworthy" subcategory, because this optical scanner item

is the only one that does not describe a behavior. Rather, "the

instructor was sensitive" has the sound of attributing to the
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instructor the quality of sensitivity, so it might belong in the

Instructor Behavior and Attitudes category. On the other hand,

in spite of the word "sensitive," the thrust of the optical scanner

item is directed toward the ability of the students "to

understand the material," so perhaps it would correspond more

to the SGID category that addresses level of difficulty, in the

Pedagogical Choices category. Wherever it might belong, this

item about instructor sensitivity to the students' ability to

understand the material does have a counterpart in the SGID

students' mentions of both caring and level of difficulty.

Instructor behaviors and attitudes, overall, are well

represented in the literature. The section in Chapter Two

concerning personality correlates addresses these, and recall

that the strongest conclusion seems to be that teachers do not

tend to change their personality profiles over time, and that

certain types of teachers are better suited to certain types of

classes. Again, ranking is an issue, which it is not in the UHC, and

even if it were, there is no numerical way to rank-order the

SGID results.

What do the results in the Teacher Behavior and Attitudes

category suggest? Strongly, that UHC students like their teachers.

The numbers are as follows.

Instructor Behavior and Attitude: This large category

yielded 206 responses, or 16% of the grand total. First and

foremost, students appreciate it when their instructors are

flexible and encourage creativity. They object when an
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instructor dominates or is otherwise inflexible. This subcategory,

flexible, encourages creativity, accounts for 50/206 entries,

almost 25% of the items in the Instructor Behavior and Attitudes

category, with 36 positive (72%), 12 negative (24%), and 2

suggestions (4%).

Second in frequency was instructor availability and

trustworthiness, which produced 39 favorable remarks (98%)

and one suggestion (2%), or 40 /206 entries (19%). Students like

feeling free to drop in on their instructors even when it is not

office hours, to e-mail back and forth, and to hang out with them

around the UHC candy jar. Also, they like instructors who bring

real-life connections into class (including food --"make us

gumbo!" -- as well as making real world connections in course

content). Real life connection was mentioned 24/206 times

(12%), positively 22 times (91%), with 2 suggestions (8%).

Students said they like the relaxed, casual atmosphere in their

UHC classes, as was mentioned 19 times (9% of 206), all

positively. As suggested above, they like enthusiastic instructors,

and they like humor: instructor enthusiasm and humor was

mentioned 27 times (13% of 206), all positively. That the

instructor respected student opinions was mentioned 18/206

times (9%), all positively. They appreciate having a

knowledgeable, interesting instructor, with 15/206 entries (7%),

13 positive (87%), and two objections (13%). Students like

instructor's clarity of thought, 10 remarks (5%) with five
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positive and five negative entries. Three (8% of 206) remarks

said the professor was too quiet.

In the midst of this feast of "warm fuzzier" is there nothing

negative? The answer is, sort of. As Table 4.1 and the foregoing

discussion indicate, there were negative remarks suggesting that

an instructor was intimidating or inflexible (12 negatives),

doesn't explain or is unclear (five negatives), is too quiet a

person (three negatives, no positives). But even these must be

explicated. In practically every case, the negative comments

were delivered with delight and laughter in the sessions, in the

manner of people sharing a foible or idiosyncrasy of someone

dear to themselves, and sometimes with a whoop of good

natured table pounding. Example: that the instructor was too

quiet was no big deal because he got a microphone and "we can

hear his corny jokes now." That an instructor was intimidating

was seen as a badge of honor for the students in one case, who

were proud of their newly learned ability to hold their own in a

highly charged verbal classroom. An outsider reading those

remarks might think them harsh, but the students submitted

them in a strong spirit of solidarity with the instructor. On the

other hand, students really don't like inflexibility, either in

content (which is rare, but they do want to be able to disagree)

or in such things as deadlines (they appreciate room to

maneuver).

The Instructor Behavior and Attitudes subcategories deal

with teachers as people. The Pedagogical Choices subcategories



181

deal with teachers as people who make choices about teaching.

Here, we could get behavioristic, but we won't, except to

reiterate that this category deals with behaviors about which a

teacher arguably has a choice.

And here, we are squarely in the arena of the OSU optical

scanner. Seven of the twelve items on the form describe

behavior. These items ask about what the teacher did, in the

opinion of the student. They are worded to imply that the

teacher could just as well have done things differently, and that

a teacher who scores low on one of these items this term can

raise the score by behaving differently next term.

The literature, also, enters the pedagogical choices arena

when researchers send observers into classrooms to record and

classify teacher behaviors, or when they make films of actors

playing the part of teachers and delivering the same lecture

three different ways, and so forth. These elements of behavior

feature very strongly in the faculty development programs

described in Chapter Two. After all, while it is questionable to

ask a faculty member to become a funnier person, it might be

productive to suggest that the faculty member put the outline

on the board. To the extent that some of the literature addresses

formative evaluation programs, there is a congruence between

the issues raised there and the issues raised here by the

students. But to the extent that the literature involves variables

associated with ranking, there is nothing comparable in the UHC

evaluations.



182

So what did the UHC students say about pedagogical

choices?

Pedagogical Choices: This, the largest category, contains 16

subcategories with 819 entries, or 63 % of the grand total. The

largest number of entries fall into the "syllabus, expectations"

category, with 19 works entries (16%), 44 doesn't work entries

(36%), and 58 suggestions (47%), for 121/819, or 15% of the

entries in this category. Now, here, we have something

interesting. Syllabus and expectations is the largest single

subcategory in Table 4.1, and it is heavily negative. Students

were serious about this. During the SGID sessions, they were not

joking when they asked for greater clarity with respect to

expectations for either the overall course or for individual

assignments. Congruently, the first three items on the OSU form

also address issues of instructor clarity, preparation, and

expectations. Here, the students seem to agree with the OSU

form that instructors should be clear about expectations and be

organized. Why should this be such an issue in the UHC? The

Dean observes, and I have heard the faculty do likewise at their

UHC orientation meetings, that when instructors are contracted

to the UHC, they are invited to be innovative, and to give

students great room for creativity. In fact, students like this as

well. In the Instructor Behavior and Attitudes section, students

said they liked creativity and flexibility, a relaxed atmosphere,

and having their opinions respected. At the same time, when

they perceive a lack of guidelines, or inconsistent ones, students
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appear to get very nervous. I asked them about these findings at

the member check session, and they acknowledged that they

experience a tension between wanting freedom to explore and

create, and the security that comes with knowing what is

expected of them.

Difficulty, pace and workload are mentioned by the

students almost as often as syllabus concerns. These are

addressed in the OSU optical scanner, and appear in the

literature as well. The literature is interested in whether

difficulty, pace and workload influence the teacher's rating, the

suspicion being that easy, slow, light classes would be ranked

higher than hard, fast, heavy classes. Again, there is no ranking

in the UHC, but students do express concerns about difficulty,

pace and workload. These yielded 119/819 entries (15%), 19

(16%) positive, 71 (76%) negative, and 29 (24%) suggestions.

This is one subcategory where the negative responses

considerably outnumber the positive ones: "Slow down!" "She

forgets that this is a one-credit colloquium." Objections to

difficulty level often-accuse the instructor of forgetting that

students have no background in the class: "There were no

prerequisites listed, but we are expected to know technical

terminology." As one group put it, "Just because we're honors

students doesn't mean we know everything." The suggestions in

this subcategory invariably asked the teacher to spend time at

the start of class laying some foundation and defining some

terms. One student, who was not from Oregon, admitted being
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too embarrassed to ask what a "watershed" was and remained

baffled for weeks.

Of great interest to the UHC is student interaction in the

classroom. UHC directives to the instructors state that these

classes are supposed to be, among other things, participative.

There is no mention of classroom discussion or student

interaction of any sort in the OSU optical scanner, and no real

attention paid by the literature, either. The UHC is mandated by

the National Collegiate Honors Council to keep classes small, at

least partly to allow for student discussion. And indeed,

classroom discussions were favorably mentioned 33 times (45%),

unfavorably 13 times (17%), and generated 29 suggestions for

change (39%), for a total of 75/819 items (9%). What were these

unfavorable mentions? Invariably, it was when students

complained that there was insufficient student participation in

the group discussions, and the suggestions were always directed

toward increasing participation: "Students should speak out

more." These could be included in the Student Behavior and

Attitudes category, but are included under Pedagogical Choices

because it was the instructor's decision to involve students

rather than simply to lecture. Students like discussion, and they

like strong participation from their peers. Clearly, this is one

thing they like very much about their UHC classes, and it is

reflected also in Table 4.1 in the favorable remarks about small

class size.
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Issues surrounding feedback and previews received 65

favorable mentions (59%) , 12 unfavorable (11%), and 34

suggestions (31%), for 111/819 entries (14%). Feedback in this

context includes comments from other students as well as from

the teacher. In several of the UHC classes, notably the writing

classes, student feedback sessions were a regularly scheduled

activity. The unfavorable remarks were actually a sort of

reverse way of stating a favorable remark, for example that

students wished that their student colleagues would be more

courageous about offering feedback. Basically, they liked the

process, and wanted students to participate even more

aggressively. Or, they wanted more feedback from the teacher.

The negative entries did not say that the students did not like

feedback, but that they wanted more of it.

Incidentally, why is student feedback included in the

Pedagogical Choices category? Because the instructor is the one

who sets up the feedback processes as part of the class activity.

The literature really does not single out feedback as a variable

of interest, certainly not student feedback. The OSU optical

scanner does not, either, although perhaps clear explanations or

the office hours question might inform these items.

Sometimes students don't like the books and other reading

materials, but usually they do. In the SGID sessions, it was quite

common for the reading materials to be mentioned fairly early,

possibly reflecting the afore-mentioned concern students have

about high self disclosure in these evaluation sessions. What did
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they not like? Anything they considered boring, and material

that was geared toward specialists in the field, when they lacked

the vocabulary and background to understand these. Sometimes

they asked for more variety in their reading assignments. But by

no means was there always consensus, and frequently in the

SGID sessions, there was interminable squabble about just what

to say about the book. It was quite common for items about the

readings to include the disclaimer "not all students agreed."

Books and all reading materials have 33 entries in the works

column, 18 in the doesn't work column, and six suggestions, for a

total of 57 items.

Books and reading assignments are not really addressed in

the literature, and there is no very obvious item on the OSU

optical scanner that does so, either. This is an area that the

students consider important, but which is ignored by some other

evaluation formats. The literature does show that reading

material is sometimes included in the list of questions asked at

places other than OSU.

Students tend to like visual aids, such as movies, and

guests or panels. Although not apparent in the literature, and

unmentioned on the OSU forms, these yielded a total of 49

remarks (6% of 819): 30 positive (61%), four negative (8%), and

15 suggestions (31%). The four negative remarks were genuinely

negative: they just did not like a particular film or speaker. Of

interest is that in the case of two of these, a speaker that a

previous class had said they did not like was invited back, and a
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second class said they did not like this visitor, either. Earlier this

fall, I saw the same speaker addressing yet a third class for the

same instructor, and I speculate that the third class won't like

this person any better than the others did. Ironically, this

instructor has stressed that a primary use for student

evaluations is to be able to make the changes requested by the

students!

Class content is not addressed by that term in the

literature. Perhaps the literature that inquires into disciplinary

differences in teacher evaluation touches upon content, but in

the UHC, concerns about content.are specific to the class. And

where is class content on the OSU optical scanner form? Perhaps

in item number 11:". . . I have learned a significant number of

new ideas and/or skills." Students did comment on class content

in the SGID sessions, but rarely positively. Class content yielded

48/819 remarks (6%): four positive (8%), 24 negative (50%), and

20 suggestions (42%). What were these negative remarks all

about? Most commonly, that the students thought they were

misled by the course description in the UHC schedule of classes,

for example, "We thought there would be more about gender,

but it's all economic class." Or, "There is too much technical

reading, not enough humanities."

The optical scanners and the literature assume a lecture

format. The questions on the optical scanners suggest the "sage

on the stage," explaining everything clearly with good

communication skills. In the UHC, with the strong emphasis on
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collaborative learning and student participation, there is less

attention to lecturing. However, UHC teachers do talk a lot, and

there are some classes that involve some lecture and other

forms of faculty presentation (the "explosion of the week" in a

chemistry recitation, for example), and the students did address

these. Classroom demeanor yielded 68 remarks: 19 positive, 1

negative, and 31 suggestions. The negative remarks usually

touched on "illegible writing" or "jumps from one subject to

another - we get lost," elements of presentation skill upon which

a teacher could indeed improve. The teacher's manner of contact

with and calling on students received some attention. These

remarks addressed such student objections as being called upon

to read their work aloud, or that the teacher teaches "to the right

side of the class." The suggestions in this subcategory tended

largely to be restatements of what was getting in the way of

learning. If the teacher writes sloppily, the suggestion is for the

teacher to write more carefully.

In the literature, concerns about grades are the basis for

the flurry of deception studies that suggest that a teacher can

buy higher evaluations by either making the work easier or by

inflating the grades. There is no way to check that in the UHC

because there is no ranking of evaluations. With respect to the

OSU optical scanner, there is, curiously, no mention at all of

grades or the difficulty of the course. The UHC students,

however, definitely addressed these issues. In addition to the

difficulty, pace and workload concerns, grading and expectations
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about grading received 29/819 remarks (4%): four positive

remarks (14%), 13 negative (45%), and 12 suggestions (41%). In

no case were these complaints that the grading was too strict. All

the negative remarks about grading addressed the clarity of

expectations: what exactly did the teacher require for an A? The

suggestions all asked that the teacher make this clear. Students

did not sound happy when they said "I haven't a clue what my

grade is in here right now."

The subcategory about assignments, with 47 entries (6% of

819), includes homework, oral presentations, workshops, and

projects. Thirteen remarks (28%) were positive. The 15

complaints (32%) and 19 suggestions about assignments (40%)

were not about their difficulty, however, but about their extent

or that they were perceived as busy work. The literature

concept of time-valued work might be relevant here. The

suggestions usually asked simply that some particular

assignment be drastically reduced or eliminated altogether

("Journaling is a waste of time"), or that another activity be

substituted for, say, a paper ("We should visit the Cultural

Centers").

There is a subcategory of group work, which is somewhat

different from the group discussion entries addressed above.

Group work refers to assignments or projects done in and by a

group, as opposed to classroom discussion. There is nothing

about group work in the literature or the OSU optical scanner,

but UHC students like it. Group work was favorably mentioned
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23 times (88%), unfavorably three (12%), total 26/819 (3%). The

unfavorable remarks expressed concern that it was hard to get

together, not that the students did not like the group work itself.

Although not a major variable in the evaluation literature,

examinations have their own entry on the OSU optical scanner:

"Examinations were relevant to the reading assignments and to

the material presented in class." That this is one of only 12 items

suggests that somebody at OSU thinks that examinations are a

big part of classroom learning, and hence teacher evaluation. The

UHC students apparently do not think so, at least not in their

UHC classes. There is no great mystery to this. Many of the

classes do not have exams at all, and those that do often have a

modified format, such as an exam that takes two class periods

and you can discuss it between the two. Exams were mentioned

20/819 times (2%): seven positive (35%), six negative (30%), and

seven suggestions (35%). The negative entries tended to be

structural or involving scheduling, like "don't have the exam at

the same time the paper is due." There were no entries that said

that the exams were too hard or unfair.

There are three items that received fewer than 20

mentions in the Pedagogical Choices category. None of these

receives any attention in the literature on instructional

evaluation, nor do they show up on the UHC form. Many of these

could be absorbed into other categories, but at the time of

coding, they seemed to deserve a life of their own. Some of them

were seldom mentioned by students because they were seldom
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relevant. For example, there were a total of 18 entries (2% of

819) involving field trips and out of class events; four (22%)

were favorable, two (11%) unfavorable, and 12 (67%) were

suggestions. But not many classes involved out of class events,

and even at that, this category is misleading. The two

unfavorable comments involved a bus breakdown or the

weather, and the suggestions tended to be, actually, requests for

more of these events, not criticisms of them. Students like field

trips.

That there were no tests might belong in the "exams"

subcategory, but it would be an odd fit. This received 14/819

entries (2%), all of them positive. It must be stressed that even

though this is a very small item, when it came up, the students

did not just express pleasure that they were spared the stress of

having to take an exam. Rather, they strongly asserted that

without the stress of test anxiety, they were free to learn much

more. Digressions and distractions are a mixed bag. It is not

always clear who is causing the digression or distraction,

students or teachers, and they include such enigmatic entries as

"donuts." These received 11 unfavorable, no favorable, entries

(1% of 819).

There were sometimes difficulties when UHC students

were part of a larger, non-UHC class that had only a few honors

students. These concerns were mentioned negatively three

times, with three suggestions, for six entries. Invariably,

students expressed discomfort at being somehow singled out or
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identified as "the honors students" among the general

population, for example, "Honors students, don't forget we meet

at the Beanery tomorrow."

Altogether, of the 1308 separate entries, 594 or 45%, are

positive, 404 or 31% are negative, and 312 or 23 % are

suggestions, and this statement is dangerously misleading. What

becomes obvious as one reads through the student responses to

SGID is that the positive statements are far more positive than

the negative statements are negative. In all the tables so far, a

good-natured grumble counts as being as strongly negative as a

heartfelt affirmation counts as strongly positive. If we are going

to rely on numbers and counts of negative and positive, it

would be more accurate to go to a Likert scale, like a revised

OSU optical scanner, and avoid the all-or-nothing absolutes of

the dualistic positive-negative lineup. When one reads the words

of the SGID responses, one gets an overwhelmingly positive

picture of the UHC classes, a picture that is greatly distorted by

the tables. The problem arises when we transform (not

translate) words into numbers.

The tables do have their uses when we ask about the

extent to which the SGID responses mirror the evaluation

elements studied in decades of instructional evaluation

literature, and the elements on the OSU optical scanner. There

are some commonalties. The literature asks about certain

teacher behaviors and attitudes, and about pedagogical choices,

and the students do talk about these. But SGID does not pose the
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ranking questions that are asked in the literature. Certain

elements that the literature addresses are not mentioned by the

students, such as gender of the teacher. Yes, students in SGID do

talk about many of the same instructional elements that are

mentioned in the literature, but they do so in a different

language. These modes of inquiry inhabit different

epistemological worlds, and ask utterly different questions. For

the literature, the primary question is who gets higher rankings

and why, whereas for the SGID students, the primary question is

what is working to help them learn in the class.

Students in SGID also talk about some of the items on the

OSU optical scanner, notably raising issues about clarity and

organization and related elements. Here, the students share the

concern expressed in the first three items of the OSU form. The

form does address, peripherally, three personality issues,

fairness, enthusiasm, and sensitivity, but only peripherally.

There are two generic questions on the form that ask if the

student has learned a number of significant new things, and how

impressed the student was by the teacher, and there is nothing

at all like these in the student comments, except for the

occasional affectionate or enigmatic wrapup remark for the

teacher ("Good job, comrade!").

On the whole, then, what the students produced is not

coterminous with what is in the literature or on the OSU optical

scanner. That there are 36 separate categories in Table 4.1 and

12 items on the OSU form does not suggest that the 36 could be
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subsumed under the 12. Not at all. As we have seen, there are

large areas of inquiry addressed by the SGID students that are

completely ignored by the OSU form. SGID results are messy and

resist easy classification, but they allow us to hear the student

voices far more clearly than do the dots on the optical scan

forms.

It is now time to turn to the comparative evaluation of the

SGID data.

Results From Instructors Who Used Both SLID and Written
Evaluations

Because the issues raised by the students in SGID are not

coterminous with the issues suggested in the literature or on the

OSU optical scanner, it is reasonable to ask whether there is

something about the group format that generates different

responses than would be generated on a written form. We have

an opportunity to investigate that question because over the

period of three years of this study, there were seven instructors

who used both the SGID and the UHC written evaluation form for

their classes. This afforded an opportunity to compare the

results from their SLID sessions with the results of written

evaluations for the same instructor. The students, of course,

would be different, but because the instructor remains the same,

it is possible to inquire as to whether students tend to say the

same sorts of things in SLID sessions as they do on their written

evaluation forms, given the same instructor.
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The UHC written evaluation form is not an optical scan

form like the one in general use at OSU. Rather, it is a two-page

short-answer form which allows students some degree of open-

ended response, although some of the questions inquire into

specific areas, for example, grades. A copy of the UHC written

evaluation form is included as Appendix Four.

Using the categories and subcategories that had evolved

from the SGID results, written forms for nine sections were

examined (some of the seven instructors had used the written

forms for more than one term) and the responses were entered

into the SGID-generated categories, and counted. The seven

instructors who used both methods had employed SGID 20

times. So it was possible to compare results from nine written

evaluation sessions with 20 SGID sessions. The overall results

are shown in Table 4.4 in tabular form, on the following pages,

but before describing these, it is important to note one major

difference between the written forms and the groups. It is that

although the forms ask open-ended questions, they do ask

specifically about certain things that may or may not come up in

SGID. For example, there is a question asking about grades and

grading expectations, and another question asking about text,

assignments, and workload, and therefore, because the students

were specifically asked to address these issues, they come up

oftener in the written responses than they do in the groups.

However, not all students answered all the questions on the UHC
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written form, so the counts are not as high as they might have

been.

It happens that all the questions that are asked on the UHC

written form are represented in some way in the categories that

were generated by the SGID, with one exception. The written

form asks for a generic comment about the student's evaluation

of the teacher, but such comments were not always included in

the SGID remarks. So, when examining the SGID results for this

subset of seven teachers, some items were reinterpreted as

generic positive or generic negative, to see how they matched up

with the written remarks. That is, there is a generic comments

category in Table 4.4, which does not appear in the previously

presented tables. These generic comments are handled as a

separate category in addition to the five established main

categories.

An extremely important reminder: the unit of analysis for

the written forms is the individual student, while the unit of

analysis for the SGID is the class. That is, each student submits a

form: one form per student, in the written form format. With

SGID, there is only one "form," or set of results, per class. Thus, if

ten students mention exams on their written forms, there is a

tally of ten. But if ten students mention exams in the SLID

sessions, it is likely to be written down only once, as the

consensus voice of the class, and there would be a tally of one
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Table 4.4: SGID and Written Form results
from the 7 instructors who used both

CATEGORY SGID WRITTEN

sub total sub total
os neg Pos neg

PC: Pedagogical
choices in class

Assignments 29/44 15/44 44/421 10/18 8/18 18/634
66% 34% 10% 56% 44% 3%

Book 19/36 17/36 36/421 15/39 24/39 39/634
53% 47% 9% 38% 61% 6%

Content 11/14 3/14 14/421 43/56 13/56 56/634
79% 21% 3% 77% 23% 9%

Difficulty level, pace, 6/51 45/52 51/412 55/129 74/129 129/634
and workload 12% 88% 12% 43% 57% 20%

Digressions 5/5 5/421 4/4 4/634
100% 1% 100% 1%

Exams 2/2 2/421 2/5 3/5 5/634
100% <1% 40% 60% 1%

Feedback 9/21 12/21 21/421 3/5 2/5 5/634
43% 57% 5% 60% 40% 1%

Field trip, 4/7 3/7 7/421 1 3/ 1 3 13/634
outside visits 57% 43% 2% 100% 2%

Grades, grading 4/15 11/15 15/421 54/82 28/82 82/634
expectations 27% 73% 4% 66% 34% 15%

Group discussions, 47/68 21/68 68/421 121/ 12/133 133/634
student participation 69% 31% 16% 133 9% 21%

91%

Lectures, instructor's 14/ 14 14/421 8/15 7/15 15/634
presentation of mad 100% 3% 53% 47% 2%

No tests, no final 4/5- 1/5 51421 2/2 21632
80% 20% 1% 100% <1%

Real world 9/9 9/421 26/27 1/29 27/634
connections 100% 2% 96% 4% 4%

Syllabus and 47/113 66/113 113/ 63/91 28/91 91/634
expectations, 42% 58% 421 9% 31% 14%

organization 27%
Visual Aids, guests, 11/17 6/ 17 17/421 9/15 6/ 15 15/634

movies, visitors 65% 35% 4% 60% 40% 2%

Subtotals 200/421 221/421 421/581 424/634 210/634 634/800
48% 52% 73% 67% 33% 79%
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Table 4.4, continued

SGID SGID- sub Writte written sub
pos neg total n os neg total

PP: Physical Plant
aspects,
computers
Computers 7/20 13/20 20/50 2/6 4/6 6/7

35% 65% 40% 33% 67% 86%

Physical aspects other 14/30 16/30 30/50 1/1 1/7
than computers 47% 53% 60% 100% 14%

Subtotals 21/50 29/50 50/581 2/7 5/7 7/800
42% 58% 9% 29% 71% 1%

SGID SGID sub written written sub total
(pos) (neg) total (pos) (neg)

IBA: Instructor
Behavior and
Attitudes
Availability & 21/26 5/26 26/51 20/24 4/24 24/63
trustworthiness 81% 51% 51% 83% 17% 38%

Enthusiasm & humor 4/4 4/51 10 / 10 10163
100% 8% 100% 16%

Flexible, encourages 12/21 9/21 21/51 15/24 9/24 24/63
creativity 57% 43% 43% 71% 38% 38%

Instr's knowledge 515 5163
of subject, 100% 8%

intelligence
Subtotals 37/51 14/51 51/581 50/63 13/63 63/800

73% 27% 9% 79% 21% 8%

SBA: Student
Behavior
and Attitudes
Students responsible 3/13 10/ 13 13/13 14/21 7/21 21121

23% 77% 100% 67% 33% 100%
Subtotals 3/13 10/13 13/581 14/21 7/21 21/800

23% 77% 2% 67% 33% 3%
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Table 4.4, continued

SGID SGID sub Writte written sub
pos neg total n neg total

Pos

NIC: Issues Not of
Instr's Choice
Class size 11/14 3/14 14137 1 1 /11 11 /75

80% 20% 38% 1% 15%

Cost (of books, etc.) 3/3 3/75
100% 4%

Diversity of class 2/6 4/6 6137 2/4 2/4 4/75
33% 67% 16% 50% 50% 5%

Teaching assistant 2/2 2137
100% 5%

Time, days of week 4/15 1 1 / 15 15/37 5/5 5/75
class is held 27% 73% 41% 100% 7%

Subtotals 17/37 20/37 37/581 13/23 10/23 23/800
46% 54% 6% 57% 43% 3%

Generic comments 9/9 9/9 50/52 2/52 52/75
100% 100% 96% 4% 69%

Subtotals 919 9/581 50/52 2/52 52/800
100% 2% 96% 4% 7%

TOTALS 287/ 294/ 581 553/ 247/ 800
581 581 800 800

49% 51% 69% 31%

To examine only the raw numbers in Table 4.4 would

produce confusion and muddle because of the different units of

analysis. Also, of course, there are over twice as many SGID

group results as there are written form results.

Accordingly, the percentages of each reply are calculated

so that the reader of Table 4.4 might hazard some comparisons

between the amount of attention paid to the various categories

and subcategories in both the SGID and written form processes

for those seven instructors who used both. The reporting of

these results will be discussed in terms of percentages as well as

raw numbers, in order to get a sense of proportion. That is, there
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may be only one entry in a subcategory, which would be 100%

of the entries, in which case would be necessary to point out that

the impressive "100%" actually refers to a single mention. To

avoid this distortion, the percentages in each cell refer to that

item's percentage of the total for its evaluation type, that is, for

SGID or written form remarks. The calculated percentages

appear below the numbers in Table 4.4.

For purposes of comparing the SGID and written results,

the Suggestions entries were subdivided and categorized

according to whether they were positive or negative. Table 4.4

does not contain a Suggestions column, but only columns for

positive and for negative remarks.

A further methodological remark: when one sees the

numbers neatly lined up in these tables, one can be tempted to

work some statistical cross-tabulations to seek for the "aha!" of

statistical significance. But here, we are not attempting to

generalize to a larger population. One must resist this

temptation. The permeability of the cell walls has already been

stressed as a source of measurement error. These are not

discrete categories. Neither, of course, is there any assumption

about normal distribution or any of the other preliminary

qualifications for dabbling in the positivistic pool.

What, then, can be seen from this table? Table 4.4 gives a

sense of absolute numbers within each set of data, the SGID and

the written, as well as the percentages. Percentages are added in

the text that follows, usually parenthetically. To simplify the
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inquiry, the discussion in this phase will be limited to the

subcategories that yielded the largest number of responses. The

reason for this limitation is partly that the subcategories were

discussed individually in the previous section, but primarily

because the interest here is in seeing if different elements are

emphasized in the written form than in the SGID. If there are

elements that are rarely mentioned in either, well, then, they

have that in common. If one element is frequently mentioned in

one format but seldom in the other, that will be apparent when

comparing the top-listed items for both. First to be addressed is

the Pedagogical Choices category. Note again: percentages refer

to the percent of items within the positive and negative columns

for each category, not of the grand total of items.

For the data in Pedagogical Choices, the list starts with the

six subcategories with the highest counts. Six was chosen as a

cutoff point because the top six items comprise 95% of the total.

Anything below 5% in both groups is obviously not often

mentioned in either format. What is of interest are items that

are either highly similar in proportions or percentages or that

are different, mentioned oftener in one format than in the other.

Of course, anything that is ranked in the lowest five percent of

one format, but higher than that in the other, will be included in

the list for the other, which will be noted.

For these seven instructors who used both group and

written, there is a grand total of 581 SGID remarks, and 800

written. These are not totalled into one all-over grand total, for
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they are differently weighted. We begin with the SGID

subcategory of syllabus, expectations and organization, which

yielded 113 entries (9%) of all SLID items, of which 47 were

positive and 66 were negative. This was considerably higher

than the next subcategory, group discussions and student

participation, which yielded 68 comments (16% of Pedagogical

Choices category items) with 47 positive and 21 negative.

Difficulty level, pace, and workload counted 51 comments (6%)

with 6 positive and 45 negative. These top three subcategories

for these SGID results actually account for 232 items, or 39% of

the items in the 581 SLID total remarks. The book and other

reading materials yielded 36 comments (9% of the pedagogical

Choices category), of which 19 were positive and 17 were

negative. There were 21 comments (5% of the category) for

feedback (nine positive, 12 negative). It is interesting to contrast

these numbers with the written form results for the same

category.

In the Pedagogical Choices category data from the written

forms, the highest count was for group discussions, which

provided 133 comments (17% of total written form entries) of

which 121 (91%) were positive and 12 (9%) were negative. Next,

there were 129 entries for difficulty, pace and workload (16%)

of which 55 (43%) were positive and 74 (57%) were negative.

Syllabus, expectations, and organization yielded 91/634 remarks

(14%) of which 63 (69%) were positive and 28 (31%) were

negative. There were 82/634 comments (15%) about grades and
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grading expectations, 54 (66%) negative and 28 (34%) positive.

Course content was mentioned 56/634 times (9%), 43 (77%)

favorable comments and 13 (23%) unfavorable. The book and

reading material were mentioned 39/634 times (6%), 15 (38%)

times favorably and 24 (61%) times unfavorably.

Because I could not hold all those data in the head for

,comparison purposes, I have listed the results here in tabular

form. These are the six most frequently mentioned items in the

Pedagogical Choices category for instructors who used both

evaluation processes are as follows: (Percents = grand total of

SGID or written form, respectively)

SGID results
1. Syllabus, expectations, 3.

and organization
113 entries, 19%

2. Group discussions, student 1.

participation
68 entries, 12%

3. Difficulty level, pace, 2.

workload
51 entries, 9%

4. Assignments
44 entries, 7%

5.Book and other
reading materials

36 entries, 6%
6. Feedback

21 entries, 3%

4.

6.

5.

Written form results
Syllabus, expectations,
and organization

91 entries, 11%
Group discussions, student
participation

133 entries, 17%
Difficulty level, pace,
workload

129 entries, 16%
Grades, grading expectations

82 entries, 10%
Book and other

reading materials
39 entries, 5%

Content
56 entries, 7%
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The lists of most often-mentioned items in the SGID and

the written responses in the Pedagogical Choices category are

not the same. They have in common the subcategories of

syllabus, expectations, and organization; group discussions,

student participation; difficulty level, pace, and workload; and

books and other reading materials. They represent about the

same magnitude of interest and concern. The SGID list contains

two subcategories that are not on the written response list:

assignments and feedback. The written response list contains

two subcategories that are not on the SLID list: grades and

grading expectations; and content. The subcategories do not

appear in the same order on the two lists, either, although the

top three slots are the same items for both, but in different

order: remarks about syllabus, about group discussions, and

difficulty, pace, and workload.

At the same time, there is nothing at the bottom of either

format that shows up at the top of the other. The items are

about the same, but rank ordered differently. Within that

ranking, however, is-something interesting. The categories

having to do with student perceptions of the difficulty level of a

course are difficulty level, pace and workload, and grades and

grading expectations. In the written forms list, difficulty level,

pace, and workload, and grades and grading expectations

comprise 26% of the total remarks. In the top six items of the

SLID list, difficulty level, pace, and workload comprise nine
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percent of the remarks, and grades aren't even on the list of the

six most frequently mentioned items.

Even adding the tally of grades and grading expectations

from the SGID responses (15/421) with four percent of the total

pedagogical choices items, to the difficulty level, pace and

workload items (51/421) with nine percent of the total yields

only 13% of the SGID items. By contrast, 26% of the written form

items, or twice the percentage, address grades and difficulty.

The difference is striking, and I asked the students about this

during the member check sessions.

They were unanimous and quite firm, rolling their eyes

and shaking their heads as they ate their fried chicken, that they

don't want to reveal to their student colleagues that they have

concerns about grading or difficulty of the course. They spoke at

length that although they are honors students and love to learn,

they have real fears about not measuring up academically, and

they do not want their friends to think they are either less

capable, or, equally unacceptable, a "grade geek." So they don't

talk about grades much in the groups. Obliquely they do, when

they talk about workload, but only obliquely. On the written

form, they feel safer, and admit to concerns about grades, and

they express frustrations about the level of the class. Some

students added that when they are in the SGID groups, the focus

seems to be more on "us," the whole class, whereas with the

forms, which you are filling out silently, the focus seems to be



206

more on me, the individual student. This difference was noted in

the student and faculty surveys, which will be discussed later.

The category of Physical Plant Aspects and Computers

contains only two subcategories, with 50 items, so they are not

presented here in tabular form. In this category, the absolute

numbers are more useful than the percentages. The reason is

that this category is virtually ignored in the written responses.

In the SGID results, what did they say about physical plant

aspects? Of the 50 items, 20 (40%) mentioned computers, seven

(35%) favorable, 13 (65%) unfavorable, and 30/50 (60%)

mentioned of physical aspects other than computers, with 14

(47%) favorable and 16 (53%) unfavorable. However, in the

written responses, there are only seven entries in this category

altogether. This is all the more striking when we remember that

the unit of analysis is the class in SGID, and the student in the

written format. All things being equal, there should be many

more counts among the written results. But in the written

results, there were only six mentions of computers (two

favorable, four not favorable), and one unfavorable remark

about some physical aspect other than computers. The students

in the member check sessions had a ready answer for the

frequency of physical plant related comments in the SGID, and it

is consistent with their previous remarks about self disclosure.

It is easy to talk about impersonal entities .like the Library or

the computers, so they do. On the other hand, if the forms asked
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specifically about these elements, there would be more

responses in this category.

The category of Instructor Behavior and Attitudes, with

only four subcategories, is not as long as the Pedagogical Choices

category, and because there is a clear break between the

subcategories that received a large number of responses versus

those that received a small number of responses, we will

consider the two entries that received the largest tally. We look

first at the SGID responses. Of these, the top two received 8% of

the 581 total for SGID. They are as follows: availability and

trustworthiness was mentioned 26/51 times (41%%) with

21(81%) positive and five (19%) negative entries. Flexibility and

encourages creativity had 21/51 items (43%), 12 (57%) positive

and 9 (43%) negative. Of the 51 items in the Instructor Behavior

and Attitudes category, 47 (92%) were in these two

subcategories.

For the written responses in the Instructor Behavior and

Attitudes category, the same two items tied for first place.

Flexibility was mentioned 24/63 times (38%) of which 15 (63%)

remarks were positive and nine (38%) were negative. Available

and trustworthy received 24/63 remarks (38%): 20 (83%)

positive, four (17%) negative. Perhaps, with 10 counts, we should

mention enthusiasm and humor, which received 10/63 entries

(16%), all positive.

And why didn't the SGID groups mention the instructor's

knowledge of the subject, which was mentioned five times in the
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written forms? Actually, during the sessions, they did, but the

wording that ended up on the list did not reflect it. For example,

a suggestion "don't wait for us to fumble for the answer, just tell

us" was preceded by a discussion of how fortunate it was to

have a world class expert for a teacher, and that the students

wanted to hear more from this person: "He saved the western

Oregon honey bee industry single-handed, and we want him to

tell us what he knows!" It was a commonplace in the sessions for

students to speak highly of the instructor's knowledge, but

somehow, the wording managed to camouflage that admiration.

The results show that on the written forms or in the group

discussions, these students said almost exactly the same things

about their instructors' behaviors and attitudes.

In both SGID and written responses, the student

respondents also addressed issues pertaining to the students

themselves, in the Student Behaviors and Attitudes category.

They said mostly favorable things about the students being

responsible, but did chastise their colleagues when they came to

class unprepared. There were 13/581 items (2%) in the Student

Behavior and Attitudes category from the SGID respondents, and

21/800 from the written respondents (3%). Both numbers are

small, but the written respondents represent an even smaller

percentage than do the SGIDs. Why might this be?

In the previous section, it was noted that in the SGIDs, the

students did not say much about themselves and the

contributions of classmates, even though they were specifically
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requested to do so. That holds true in this subset as well, with

the written responses showing about the same percentage of

students commenting on student behavior and attitudes. The

anonymity of the written forms does not generate a greater

number of student reflections on student contributions. The

students were asked about this in the member check sessions.

They said quite simply that they saw both formats of evaluation

as focused on the teacher, who in turn, via grades, evaluated

them.

Issues Not of Instructor's Choice were mentioned in both

SGID and written responses. The SGID replies in this category,

37/581, comprise 6% of the total SGID remarks. The written

form replies, 2.3/800, comprise 3%. In the SGID remarks, the

time or day of the week of the class generated 15/37 items

(41%), four positive (27%) and 11 (73%) negative. When asked,

students said that this was a safe topic to discuss in the group

setting. It wasn't even mentioned in the written forms. Class size

generated 14/37 remarks (38%), 11 (80%) positive, three (20%)

negative. The diversity of the class was mentioned six times

(13% of the 37 entries in the category) with two (33%) positive

and four (64%) negative entries. These remarks concerned both

racial and ethnic diversity and the diversity of academic

backgrounds of the students. All negative remarks in this

subcategory stated that the class was not diverse enough, not

that the students did not like diversity. The teaching assistant

was mentioned twice (5% of entries in the category) in SLID, not
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at all on the written forms. Two of the five subcategories are

idiosyncratic to one class each. The three written items about

cost were all in reference to the same book in one class, and the

two SGID items about teaching assistant related to the same

person.

Included in this table were generic positive and generic

negative remarks that were not tallied in the first SGID

countings, as explained above. As can be seen in Tables 4.4 and

4.5, these generic positive remarks are disproportionately large

in number in the written responses, compared to the countings

in the SGID. SGID results show only 9/581 generic comments, or

2%, all positive. The written remarks contained 52 generic

comments (7% of the 800 total), of which 50 (96%), were

positive. Why so many? Frequently it looked like the student

wrote a generic comment in lieu of completing the entire form,

just scrawling "Great class!" and letting it go at that. When

somebody said something like that in SGID, I would normally

ask them to be more specific: what was great about it? So there

are far fewer generic remarks among the SGID than the written

responses.

A comparison of the results from the seven instructors

who utilized both SGID and written form evaluations, shows that

the two processes yield very similar results, although they are

not identical. The students themselves explained that they view

the processes differently, the group focusing more on the class

as a whole, the written focusing on individual reactions. Further,
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issues of self disclosure are at work in the group sessions, and

students can choose to remain in the relative safety of less

personal discussion areas. But there is something else that I

observed when facilitating the SGIDs: Students seemed to have

been keenly aware that the voice of the class as a whole is being

sought, and it is normal for them to engage in considerable

debate about just what to say that represents their thoughts and

is respectful of the teacher's feelings, but that does not give the

wrong impression to anyone else who reads these evaluations.

They have been told that what they say will be read by the Dean

of the Honors College and possibly by department chairs, and the

students moderate their remarks accordingly, aware that what

they say has potential clout. I have heard students say things

like "hey, she hasn't taught this before, she's doing her best."

They adjust their rhetoric accordingly. They seem unwilling to

gang up on a teacher with whom they have had some struggles.

By contrast, when one reads the written evaluations, there is a

sense that students are shooting from the hip, writing under a

bit of time pressure, and these are quite blunt, and raw. As will

be seen in the discussion of the results of the faculty and

student surveys, this is just what teachers and students like

about the groups and the written formats, respectively.

To sum up: there is a difference in both the quality and

type of remarks generated by the two different processes, but

they yield similar enough results that certain student concerns

can be clearly discerned.
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Conclusion of the SGID Data Results Section

So what does the SGID process tell us about how students

evaluate their instructors in the UHC? Although 36

subcategories arose from the accumulated SGID data, from which

were drawn five categories, the student responses do not fall

into these categories in anything like equal amounts. Using Table

4.1 as our reference point again, we can see that of the 36

subcategories, five of the seven largest fall into the Pedagogical

Choices category, and all but one of the

centered. These are:

seven are instructor-

Syllabus, expectations 121/1308 (9%)

Pace, workload 119/1308 (9%)

Feedback, previews 111/1308 (8%)

Classroom & equipment,
including computers 102/1308 (8%)

Discussions 75/1308 (6%)

Classroom demeanor 68/1308 (5%)

Flexible, encourages

creativity 50/1308 (4%)

Total 646, or 49% of the total
1308 entries.

On this list, there are 544 instructor-related items, or 41%

of the grand total, and of these, pedagogical choices account for

494, or 38% of the grand total.

The Pedagogical Choices category itself, with its 819

entries in 16 categories, comprises 63% of the 1308 separate
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entries. This category is defined by factors over which the

instructor has a choice, and almost two-thirds of the student

remarks fell into this category. That's a lot. These data suggest

that when asked what's helping them learn, students answer in

terms of the choices made by their teachers. The largest

subcategories, identified above, contain entries that are solidly

academic, dealing with process, content, and course material. Of

those, the largest by far, syllabus and expectations, involves

planning and organization on the part of the teacher.

The focus remains on the teacher in the second-largest

category as well, Instructor Behavior and Attitudes. This

category is defined by factors over which the instructor has little

conscious control.

Instructor Behavior and Attitudes contribute 206, or 16%

of the total remarks. Combining these two instructor-directed

categories, we find that together they yield 1025 remarks, or

78% of the total. When students were asked what helps them

learn, and what gets in the way of their learning, over three

quarters of their answers rested squarely upon the teacher.

The three remaining categories, Physical Plant, Not

Instructor's Choice, and Student Behavior and Attitudes, account

for 22% of the total, as follows. Physical plant's three

subcategories contain 119 items, about 9% of the total. Elements

that are Not Instructor's Choice contain five subcategories with

95 items, or 7% of the total. And Student Behavior and Attitudes

yielded 69 remarks, some 5% of the total.
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This last number has got to represent something of a

disappointment. It was hoped that the SLID session would turn

the students' focus somewhat away from the teachers and more

onto their own responsibilities in the class. The disappointment

is mitigated, however, when one considers that even if they do

not verbalize it, students are bound to be exposed to a greater

understanding of the teaching and learning enterprise just in the

process of hearing what their student colleagues have to say. It

is also mitigated somewhat when we note that still and all,

students pay more attention to their own contributions in the

SGID sessions than they do on the written forms.

The above summary is trustworthy. Although the

subcategories are not perfectly discrete, they are different

enough that a reasonable case can be made that the numbers

reflect the student concerns as presented in the SLID sessions.

Or, if subcategories that are similar are grouped together, the

balance is unchanged vis a vis level of attention paid to

instructors, say, as opposed to students or physical plant.

What is less trustworthy is a summary of the positive

versus negative comments based upon an examination of Table

4.1. It must be cautioned again that the items listed in the

Suggestions columns tend heavily to be restatements of items

already mentioned in the What's Not Working columns, so many

items are counted twice. And, of course, some of the suggestions

are quite positive, e.g. keep doing what you're doing. When the

suggestions were reclassified in the construction of Table 4.3,
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remarks like these were counted as positive. So a fair summary

of the ratio of positive to negative comments should really

ignore the suggestions, which is what will be done next.

The overall positive-negative ratio is that there were 594

positive remarks submitted, and 404 negative ones, for a total of

998, leaving out the 312 suggestions. This is misleading. It

seems that the SGID sessions yield at best 60% positive, and least

40% negative remarks. Only 60% positive? The written results

from the comparison of those teachers who used both SGID and

written evaluations show that of 800 remarks, 553, or almost

70%, are positive, with 247, or 30% negative. But even this is

misleading, for the following reasons.

As stated earlier, there is no weighting of remarks,

negative or positive, but only a dualistic classification. "Hate the

red book" is far more negative than "the red book has outdated

illustrations," yet both are counted equally as negatives. The

vast majority of remarks filed as negative are at worst mild

rebukes for something of questionable consequence, such as

"some parts of the class are a little too broad," or "looking at

prepared slides wastes time," or "some confusion about when

homework is due."

Additionally, it has already been mentioned that the

suggestions were commonly rewordings of the negative remarks,

but the reverse is true as well. Many times, when asked what is

getting in the way of learning, students respond with a

suggestion like "at the beginning of term, explain the format of
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lectures," or "wish list: electric pipettes." These were responses

to the doesn't work question, and were tallied as such, but they

could be interpreted as helpful suggestions rather than

roadblocks to learning.

Third, and of great importance is that in the SGID sessions,

students are asked to produce a list of what does not work, as

well as what does. There is an expectation built into the

procedure that they will come up with at least a few things that

are getting in the way of their learning, and the protocol

reinforces that expectation. I stand at the board, chalk or dry-

erase marker in hand, and ask them to tell me what does not

work, so I can write it down. There has been only one class

when the students opted to leave that space blank. This is a

negative case that is easily analyzed. There were two students in

this class, they met with the professor in his office, and were

perfectly happy with the way things were going. Nothing is

getting in the way, they said, everything's fine. But still, it has

occurred to me more than once that perhaps the process itself

generates an artificial number of false, or at least strained,

negatives, as I stand there expectantly. Left to their own

devices, students might not put those down.

And as for the relationship of SGID to the literature and to

the elements of the OSU optical scanners? Not a great fit. We can

dispense with the issues raised in the literature by reiterating

that the literature addresses differences in ranking of

instructors, asking why some are ranked higher than others, and
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whether this changes over time, or how similarly instructors are

ranked by different groups, such as present vs. former students

or administrators and colleagues. There is no ranking

whatsoever in SGID, so it is meaningless to ask if SGID is

consistent with the literature. The literature does include some

variables that the students mention, such as teacher behavior

and attitudes or pedagogical choices, but the literature asks

different questions. The literature is overwhelmingly concerned

with determining why some instructors, departments, or

disciplines are ranked higher than others, and it is

overwhelmingly couched in positivistic, statistical rhetoric. The

UHC's SGID sessions are overwhelmingly concerned with what is

working to help students learn, including their own

contributions to the process.

With respect to the congruence of SGID with OSU's optical

scanner, there are some commonalties. The form has items

pertaining to instructor organization, preparation, and clarity,

which are strongly emphasized in the SGID responses. The OSU

form also asks about level of difficulty. Teacher characteristics

raised by the SGID groups are largely missing on the OSU form,

although enthusiasm and sensitivity are mentioned in a

behavioral context. What is most obvious is that SGID responses

generate a much wider and richer variety of evaluative

comment, with detail and meaning that are completely lacking in

the OSU form. There are entire areas of attention that the optical

scanner does not address, such as student behavior and attitude,
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physical plant and related elements, and things that impact

learning but that are not of the instructor's choice. The optical

scanner does not ask any questions that directly address the

instructor as a person, but only the instructor's behavior.

Additionally, the form has only 12 items, of which two are

generic, global responses of a -high level of abstraction. There is

no supportable argument that the OSU form produces the same

information as SGID, but in numerical form.

We turn now to the second major prong of our two-

pronged results section, methodological data. These are the

responses concerning the reactions to the SGID process itself.

The Survey Data

Results From the Faculty Survey

During the three years of the study, 67 faculty members

taught for the UHC. Of these, 34 opted to use SGID evaluation

sessions in one or more of their UHC classes. Seven of these used

both SGID and written evaluations, as discussed in the SGID

results section. The remaining 32 instructors either used the

written form provided by the UHC, or, in the case of a very few,

whose exact number is not available, the official OSU form or did

no evaluation. Instructors who taught a one-credit colloquium or

conducted a one-credit field trip, for example, to examine fungi

in the West Cascades, commonly did not conduct any evaluation.

A few of those gathered student remarks over e-mail, but these
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remarks are not included herein. However, all 67 instructors

who had taught for the UHC were sent questionnaires to inquire

about their responses to the UHC evaluation processes. A copy of

the Instructor Survey is included as Appendix Two.

Survey questionnaires were distributed via campus mail

during the first week of Fall Term, 1998. By the end of the

seventh week of the term, 41 instructors had responded. Of

these, five (7% of total number of instructors) did not respond to

the questionnaire, but wrote either that they had not utilized

either evaluation process for the above mentioned reasons, or

that they taught for the UHC so long ago that they have forgotten

anything about the evaluations. One department returned the

form with a note saying that the instructor was no longer at OSU

and that the office manager ate the candy bar. One faculty

member requested a face to face discussion to talk about issues

germane to evaluation at OSU, and we had a nice visit. One sent

me a signed note which provided a curious negative case.'

8 This instructor wrote, "I did not look at any of the evaluation reports.
The only source of information that I consult is the 'overall effectiveness'
numerical score on the University forms." This person recommended that
the UHC "eliminate entirely (both the forms and the SGID) and use the
University ones." The note added "Over the last 20 years at OSU I have
found the evaluations to tell me very little." But because this respondent
did write a signed note, I shared the response with the Dean of the UHC,
who shed some light on this truly anomalous message. The Dean said that
this instructor had had a confrontation with the UHC concerning
administrative matters, and that relations were considerably strained
between this person and the UHC at that time. It was the Dean's opinion
that this faculty member was in no particular mood to cooperate with the
UHC in any venue, which could account for this negative case. The
instructor did, however, thank me for the candy bar.
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All of those who responded without filling out the survey

instrument expressed appreciation for the candy bar, as did

about half of those who did provide answers.

The 35 instructors who answered the questions on the

survey included 19 who had used the SGID focus groups, or 54 %

of the SGID users. Some of these indicated that they had also

used the written forms, but their responses invariably

addressed only their experience with SGID. Of the 32 instructors

who had used only the written form, 16 responded to the

instructor survey, or 50%. Altogether, 61% of the 67 UHC

instructors replied in some way to the instructor survey. Again,

those who did not respond included faculty who had taught one-

credit colloquia, such as those that take students into the back

waters, back woods, and back stages of western Oregon.

The questions asked on the Instructor Survey were

intended to find out how well SGID was working for the faculty.

Would they say anything different than the instructors who had

used the written evaluations only? So first, the instructors were

asked which type of evaluation they chose: SGID focus group,

written, have done both, have done neither. Second, they were

asked why they choose the process they did. Why didn't

everybody choose SGID, I wondered. Then they were asked two

questions that are foundational to the SGID sessions: In what

way was the evaluation process useful for you? In what way

was the evaluation less than useful? A fifth question asked "How

did you use the results? What did you do with them?" The sixth
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question hearkened again back again to one of the SLID

questions, asking what suggestions each instructor might make

with respect to improving the UHC course and

evaluations.

As the handwritten instructors' responses were returned,

each one was identified by number if it was from an SGID user,

and by a letter if it was from a written form user. No link file

existed to identify instructors, and when they signed their

names anyway, the names were scratched out with heavy

marker. The only purpose of identifying the original by number

or letter was to allow future retrieval of information, should the

need arise. The responses were typed into a master response

document. For analysis purposes, to enable writing coding

remarks and to facilitate cutting the pages into smaller strips, a

large font version of the master document was prepared and

printed.

The large font versions were examined and coded, again

using constant comparative practices. Each survey form was cut

into separate pieces, at least one piece per answer. When a

respondent had answered one question with several lines

containing several different thoughts, these were cut into

separate strips. Each answer strip was marked with the

identification of question number and respondent. That is, the

answer strip for the third question for SGID-using instructor

number one would be noted as "3-1," and the answer to the fifth

question for written-form-using instructor "M" would be noted
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as "5-M." Having separated the responses into individual

remarks, each with its own identification, the coding process

began.

At first, the initial number of separate subcategories

approached in number the number of separate slips of paper

(n=236), except for those that very obviously fell into the same

category, for example, the time it takes to do the process. As the

heaps of paper strips were sorted and resorted, grouped and

regrouped, 18 major categories emerged from the teachers'

responses. These were as follows:

Was asked to do by UHC .

Choice good to have (that is, nice to be able to choose

between types of evaluation)

Discussed results with students

Encourage expanded use (together with observations about

process generally)

Formative applications (for purposes of making changes in

the course)

Individual student voice heard (as opposed to consensus of

group)

New and different, curious about process

No comment, generic positive

Promotion and tenure concerns

Redundant (already has information that might emerge

from evaluations)
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Substantive information gained (as opposed to trivial or

superficial)

Studied and filed responses

Size of class

Students' preference for one type of evaluation over

another

Student understanding of teaching and learning process

Student voices heard (collectively, in contrast with

individual student comments)

Time it takes to do the evaluation process

Although some of the above subcategories could be

conceptually grouped together, the actual wording of the

instructors' statements suggested that leaving them separated

allowed for somewhat finer distinctions to be made in coding

and classifying.

The results of the survey are shown in tabular form in

Table 4.5, displayed on the following pages.

A description of the results in text format is as follows.

There are two ways to describe the results: by question, and by

response category. A count of responses to each question

indicates that not all instructors answered all questions, and

some made several tabulated remarks in response to a single

question. Therefore, the total numbers of remarks do not

correspond to the numbers of instructors surveyed.

A further remark might head off some confusion about

Table 4.5. Several times, an instructor would include more than
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one category in answer to one question, frequently a category

that represented a digression from the intent of the question, or

that was enigmatic at best. For example, when asked how the

evaluation process was useful, one instructor replied "it

confirmed my opinion that the class was pointless and badly

conceived." Is this a positive, or a negative remark? It was

entered in the table as a negative remark in response to

question three, which it was, but it could have been entered as a

formative remark. Or it could have been summative, if the class

was not offered again. Again, we are reminded that the

categories are not sharply defined, much less discrete.

We move now to an examination of Table 4.5 according to

the several questions. After that, we will talk about the response

categories. A brief examination of the data in terms of

percentages will then be presented.

Question tabulations for faculty survey results. Question 1

asked which type of evaluation the instructor chose. The answer

to that question was used to determine the side of the chart

upon which the instructor's answers would be entered, and it

has already been noted that the results are tabulated from 19

group users, and 16 written form users. The SGID users'

responses will be noted first, then the responses of the UHC form

users.
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Table 4.5: Faculty Survey Results from both
SGID users and Written Form users

Questions were:
1. Which type of evaluation did you choose for your UHC class: SGID focus

group, written, have done both, have done neither?
2. Why did you choose the process you did?
3. In what way was the evaluation process useful for you?
4. In what way was the evaluation less than useful?
5. How did you use the results? What did you do with them?
6. What suggestions might you make with respect to improving the UHC course

and instructor evaluations?
Note: percentages refer to percentages of total responses for each question (bottom of column), except for
subtotals, which are percentages of the total at the end of each row. The percentages in the "totals" column refer
to percentages of the grand total (236). Because of space limitations, percentages are shown as decimals rather

than as "%".

Response
generated SGID Users Form Users
by faculty sub sub

member # of answers to Question total # of answers to Question total Totals
number: number:

2 3 4 5 6 2 3 4 5 6

A: Was asked 2 2 2

to do .13 .02 .01

by UHC
Ch: Choice 1 1 4 4 5

good to .03 .01 .16 .04 .02
have

D: Discussed 3 3 3

results with .13 .02 .01

students
E: Encourage 1 8 9 6 6 15
expanded use .04 .25 .07 .24 .06 .06
F: Formative 6 12 13 4 3 5 7 2 14 2 3 5 8

applications .40 .35 .57 .13 .27 .35 .09 .78 .21 .25

ISV: Individual 2 6 1 9 9

student voice .10 .26 .06 .08 .04
heard

N: New and 4 4 4
different, .27 .03

I

.02
curious
NC: No 9 10 19 6 7 13 3 2

comment, .36 .31 .15 .26 .28 .12 .14

gen.positive
Neg: Negative 1 1 1 3 3

comment .05 .05 .06 .03 .01
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Table 4.5, continued

SGID Users sub Form Users sub
# of answers to Question total # of answers to Question total Totals

number: number:

P&T: 2 4 1 7 7

Promotion, .06 .16 .04 .05 .03

tenure
concerns
R: Redundant 2 1 2 1 6 6

(already has .10 .05 .09 .06 .06 .03

info)

S: Substantive 3 5 8 2 2 10

info gained .09 .20 .06 .09 .02 .04

S&F: Studied 5 5 1 4 5 10

and filed .21 .04 .05 .16. .05 .04

Si: Size of 1 1 1 1 2

class .07 .01 .04 .01 .01

SP: Students' 2 2 2

preference .10 .02 .01

SU: Student 6 1 1 2 10 1 1 11

understanding .18 .04 .04 .06 .08 .04 .01 .05
of teaching
and learning
process

SV: Student 2 11 4 4 21 2 8 4 1

1

1 16 37

voices heard .13 1.32 .16 .13 .16 .10 .40 .17 -06 .04 .15 .16

T: Time to do 1 3 4 14 2 16 20

process .04 .09 .03 .67 .08 .15 .08

Totals 15 34 25 23 32 129 21 20 23 18 25 107 236
(% in Question# .12 .26 .19 .02 .24 .55 .20 .19 .21 .17 .23 .45
cells refers to % of
subtotal.
% in subtotal cells
refers to % of grand
total)

Question 2 asked "Why did you choose the process you

did?" The SGID users responded in terms of formative uses six

(40%) times, that the process was new and different and they

were curious about it four (27%) times, twice (13%) because they

were asked to do so by the UHC, twice (13%) because they

wanted to hear student voices, and once (7%) concerning size of
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the class. There were a total of 15/129 (12%) entries from the

SGID users, to question two.

Question three asked "In what way was the evaluation

process useful for you?" There were 34 SGID users' answers to

this question. Twelve responses (35%) mentioned formative

applications, eleven (32%) mentioned wanting to hear student

voices, six (18%) made reference to the student understanding

of teaching and learning, three (9%) cited substantive

information gained, and two (6%) mentioned promotion and

tenure concerns. Question four asked the SLID users "In what

way was the evaluation less than useful?" Nine respondents (of

25, 36%) either left the question blank or made a generic

positive remark (for example, "none" or "everything was fine"),

five (20%) mentioned that nothing of substance was gained, four

(16%) wondered if student voices were really heard, four (16%)

mentioned promotion and tenure concerns, and one each (4%

ea h) said something about expanded use, the time it takes to do

the process, and concerns about the students' understanding of

the teaching and learning process. There were 25 entries for

question four from SGID users, although note that nine of these

(36%) were actually positive answers to a question that asked

for negatives.

Question five asked how the instructors used the results,

what they did with them. Formative applications were

mentioned in 13 remarks, there were five "study and file"

re arks, three concerning discussing results with students, and
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one mentioning student understanding of the teaching and

learning process. Altogether, there were 23 responses to

question five, from the SGID users.

Question six asked the SLID users for suggestions. Ten

items (31% of 23) were either no comment or generic positive

answers such as "Keep up the good work." Eight (25%) remarks

encouraged expanded use, four (13%) mentioned the student

voices' being heard, four (9%) mentioned formative applications,

three (6%) mentioned the time it takes to do the process, two

mentioned student understanding of the teaching and learning

process, and one (3%) noted that it was good to have a choice of

evaluation processes.

There were a total of 129 response items for the SGID

users, or 55% of the grand total.

The plot thickens. What would the form users say? Their

answers to the questions were as follows. Question two asked

why the users chose the process they did. Fourteen of 21

responses (67%) said that it was because of the time it takes to

do the process, two (10%) said they wanted to hear the

individual student voices, two (10%) said the information was

redundant, two (10%) mentioned hearing student voices

generally, and one (5%) made a negative remark.

Question three asked the form users how the process was

useful for them. Eight of 20 responses (40%) mentioned hearing

the student voices, seven (35%) mentioned formative

applications, two (10%) indicated that the students preferred it,
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and there was one remark each (5% each) for the categories of

negative comment, redundant information, and studied and filed

the information. Form users submitted a total of 20 remarks in

answer to question three.

Question four asked how the evaluation was less than

useful. Of 23 remarks, the form users made six remarks (26%)

about hearing the individual student voice, and six (26%) no

comment or generic positive comments. Two (9%) formative

application remarks were made, two (9%) concerning

redundancy of information, two (9%) concerning substantive

information, and one (4%) concerning the size of the class. There

were 23 remarks from the form users in answer to question

four.

Question five asked how they used the results, what they

did with them. The form users submitted 18 remarks in answer

to question five. They replied in terms of formative uses 14

(78%) times, one (6%) in reference to hearing individual student

voices, one (6%) to student voices generally, and one (6% each)

each with respect to redundant information and a negative

remark.

Question six asked for suggestions. The form users

responded with 25 remarks in answer to question six. Seven

(28%) of the form users indicated no comment or made a

generic positive remark in response. Six (24%) encouraged

expanded use, four (16%) noted that it was good to have a choice

of evaluation processes, four (16%) mentioned studying and
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filing information, two (8%) mentioned the time it takes to do

the process, and one each (4 % each) mentioned student

understanding and student voices.

There were a total of 107 responses from the written form

users, or 45% of the 236 grand total.

Response category tabulations for faculty survey. Having

described the results in terms of each question that was asked of

the faculty, the results in may be described in terms of each

response category. That is, how many responses were in each

category, for the SGID users and the written form users?

The largest number of responses to all questions and for

users of both types of evaluation involved formative

applications. Teachers overwhelmingly wrote that they used

their evaluation results to modify what they did in class either

this term (when they had a mid-course evaluation) or for the

next time they taught the class. The SGID users mentioned

formative applications 35/129 (27%) times, and the written

form users 23/107 (21%) times, for a total of 58/236 (25%)

remarks.

Second, after- formative remarks, were answers that

mentioned hearing the collected student voices: 37/236 (16%)

altogether, 21/129 (16%) from SLID users, and 16/107 (15%)

from written form users. Recall that these answers refer to

student voices generally; hearing the individual student voice is

a separate category.
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There were 32/236 (13%) no comment or generic positive

remarks, 19/129 (15%) from SGID users, 13/107 (12%) from

written form users.

The time it takes to do the process was mentioned 20/236

(8%) times, 4/129 (3%) by SGID users, and 16/107 (15%) by

written form users, and all of these comments indicated that

SGID takes too long. That was their rationale for their choosing

the written form, and a negative element mentioned by those

who used SGID.

Expanded use was encouraged in 15/236 remarks, 9/129

(7%) from SGID users, 6/107 (24%) from written form users.

These remarks included everything from suggesting that the

SGID process be used throughout the University, to suggesting

that UHC faculty be thus polled regularly.

Student understanding of the teaching and learning

process was mentioned 11/236 (5%) times, 10/129 (8%) by SGID

users, and once (1/107, 1%) by written form users. The gist for

these remarks was that when they take time to reflect on what

helps them learn (or not), students learn more about the

decisions and dilemmas that impact a class. The tension, for

example, between freedom and structure, becomes apparent in

the discussions, and students learn that what works (or not) is

not the same for everybody. The teachers seem to hope that

students will appreciate how difficult it can be to make

pedagogical decisions.
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There were ten mentions (of 236, 4%) concerning

substantive information gained (8/129, 6% from the SGID users,

2/107, 2% from written form users). Here, the faculty compared

the richer meaning they get from the words of both SGID and

the UHC forms, in contrast to the emptiness of the dots on the

optical scanner that OSU uses.

That the instructor studied and filed the information

gained was mentioned five times by each group (4% for SGID, 5%

for form). The implication could be, of course, that they filed the

results to consult when planning future teaching, in which case

these should be included in the "formative" category. But the

implication could also be that these were filed in a promotion

and tenure file (although their use for this purpose has been

questioned, as will be discussed later), in which case these

remarks should be entered under the promotion and tenure

category. Because it cannot be known which was the case,

studying and filing results stands as a category of its own, and

the best that can be said is that these instructors do read them

and do not throw them out.

Nine of 107 (8%) of the written form user remarks

mentioned that individual student voices could be heard, but

none of SGID did so, and here is an interesting parallel to the

students' statements that when they are doing the SGIDs, they

think in terms of the whole class, and when they do the written

forms, they think of their individual responses. Apparently, the

faculty hears the difference as well.
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Promotion and tenure concerns were mentioned by seven

SGID users, but none of the written form users. Promotion and

tenure concerns will resurface when we compare our results

here to the concerns expressed in the Faculty Senate Task Force

on Instructional Evaluation, where promotion and tenure issues

absolutely dominated the discussion. It is arguable that these

concerns are highly salient to the UHC faculty as well, but that

they seemed to be unwilling to say so in this survey.

That it is good to have a choice was mentioned five times,

once by an SGID user, four times by written form users. Perhaps

those who prefer the forms worry that they would be forced to

use the groups if that's all the UHC offered for evaluation.

Discussing results with students was mentioned three

times by SGID users, not at all by written form users. This is not

surprising, because SGID is commonly used at mid-quarter,

when the whole point is to discuss the results with the students.

The written forms are not seen by the instructors until after

they have turned in the grades. The same holds for SGIDs

conducted at the end of the term.

There were three negative comments (3/107, 3%), all by

written form users.

Three categories received two responses each. Two SGID

users (of 129, 2%) said they did the SGID because they were

asked to do this by UHC. Actually, nobody is asked to do SGIDs,

but these two apparently perceived the strong encouragement to

do so as a directive to do so.
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Two written form users (2/129, 2%) said they chose that

process because students said they wanted to do the forms. Why

would students prefer the forms? As the student survey results

will show, for two reasons: they can write their own thoughts

privately, and the forms take less class time.

One written form user (1/129, <1%) and one SGID user

(1/107, <1%) mentioned the size of the class as the reason they

chose the process they did. These remarks remain enigmatic

because no UHC classes are too large for SLID, but instructors did

indicate that in a very small class, they believe that they have a

clear sense of how the class is going on an ongoing basis.

Again, the total number of remarks on the faculty surveys

returned was 236.

Faculty survey results using percentages. An overview of

the faculty survey results using percentages shows that of the

236 remarks, 58 or 25% directly addressed formative

applications of the evaluation results. Additionally, we may

combine the remarks about hearing the individual student voice

(9, 4%) and the student voices in general (37, 16%), and note

that another 46, or 20% of the remarks address listening to the

students. These categories are conceptually related in that they

are student centered. To them may be added the conceptually

related items about student understanding of teaching and

learning (11, 5%), discussing the results with the students (3,

1%), and the worthiness of substantive information (10, 4%). The

rationale for grouping all these categories together is that if we
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ask why a teacher would value hearing student voices, why a

teacher would value discussing pedagogy with students, or

receiving substantive evaluative responses, we would not likely

answer that the teacher attends to these matters for the purpose

of ignoring them. Nor would we be likely to make the leap that

the teacher's primary focus is on getting promoted, tenured, or a

raise in salary. These teacher responses suggest that they care

about what students have to say, and suggest a concern for

mutuality of understanding in the classroom. The focus is not on

"how did I do?" but on "how are we doing?" and the answer to

that ongoing dialogue can only be formative. Fifty-five percent

of the teacher responses suggest that they use their evaluation

results to improve their teaching.

Now, a cynical response might be that these are

"pedagogically correct" responses. Few would say, "I pay no

attention to what the students say, and I do not intend to change

what I do," even though I have heard anecdotes about faculty

with that attitude. A person might argue that instructors write

these fine formative sentiments because that is what is expected

of them. But when one reads the actual words of these faculty

responses, in context, one is hard put to come to that conclusion.

These responses. have the ring of truth, and I will be most

stubborn about resisting the suggestion that they are self-

serving.

In fact, there is an incident that illustrates the sincerity of

the faculty's formative concerns. One instructor, among the first
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to use SGIDs, used to receive comments from the students to the

effect that this teacher did too much of the talking. Not so much

lecture, let the students talk more, was the gist. Halfway through

the term in which this document is written, I ran into this

teacher by the UHC candy jar, and the teacher said, "The

students are doing everything as group projects. I haven't

lectured once!" During the mid-course SGID for this class, the

students had only one complaint: they wished to hear more from

this teacher, whose knowledge deeply impressed them. They

wanted more lecture. For a teacher open to formative evaluation,

the fine-tuning never ends.

At any rate, grouping the above categories together into

the larger issue of formative uses of the UHC evaluations

accounts for 54% of the responses. The larger meaning of this

large percentage will be discussed later, when we contrast the

UHC results with the Faculty Senate Task Force results, but it can

be stated here, somewhat wistfully, that it would be wonderful

if over half of the evaluation concerns at OSU were directed

toward formative applications and improvement of teaching.

And what else is there? Of the remaining 46%, 14% are no

comment or generic positive entries. These include remarks like,

"we have pretty limited experience with this process -- so no

suggestions," "To me, they seem a real improvement over the

standard OSU procedure, so I am very happy," "Tough question.

So much better than the university optical scanners that it is
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hard to say," or leaving a blank space when asked how the

process could be improved.

This leaves 34% of the responses addressing issues other

than formative impact upon the teaching and learning process.

These include the already-discussed categories such as

encouraging expanded use, that SGID is new and different, and

the time it takes to do the process. What is most salient is that of

these, seven, or less than three per cent, address the only

strictly teacher centered category that emerged, promotion and

tenure considerations. Given the attention paid to promotion and

tenure in the University at large (to be discussed later), this is a

remarkably low number. For now, all we do is make note of it,

with a degree of satisfaction that the UHC faculty expressed far

more interest in improving their teaching than in advancing

their careers, while admitting that these are not mutually

exclusive concerns.

Results From the Student Survey

During Spring term of 1998, student reporters from the

UHC Newsletter, the Chronicle, designed and distributed a

questionnaire to survey the students' opinions about course and

instructor evaluation in the UHC. Students were invited to pick

up a copy of the instrument either in the UHC office, the SLUG

(Honors Learning Center), or McNary Hall, the dorm where about

a third of the UHC students resided. The UHC did not give the

Chronicle staff permission to announce the survey using the UHC
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student e-mail list. What happened was that when students

entered the UHC office or the SLUG, whoever was staffing the

area would call the students' attention to the stack of

questionnaires, and invite the student to fill one out. Upon

completing the form, the student received a candy bar, and

many students said, as if wounded, that they would have been

happy to fill out the form without the reward. Of course they all

ate their candy bars anyway.

Of the some 300 students enrolled in the UHC at the time,

55 completed and returned questionnaires. The vast majority of

UHC students were unaware that the survey existed, so the

Chronicle staff was pleased that 18% of the students

participated.

They responded in short-answer form to a variation of the

three questions that are foundational to the SGID sessions

themselves:

1. In what ways have the evaluations worked for you?

2. In what ways have the evaluations not worked for you?

3. What practical suggestions do you have for improving

the process?

These questions were asked with respect to both the SGID

sessions and the written evaluation form, because the students

wanted their article to address both evaluation options. Student

responses concerning both group and written processes are

presented here.
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The student coders first examined the question of what

there is about the evaluations that works. Examining the student

responses, they generated 17 categories, most of which were

paraphrases of what the students had written. Similarly,

student coders identified 17 categories in answer to the question

of what did not work. And the student coders identified 17

categories in the answers to request for suggestions. Each of

these three sets of response codes contains different categories.

Student coders, then, identified 51 separate categories of

responses. That each group contained 17 categories was a

coincidence. The student-generated categories are shown in

Appendix Five.

Their results were reported in the Spring 1998 issue of

The Chronicle , but not in enough detail to be of use for this

study. So the students gave me their data to see what I could

come up with. The question for this study was not just what the

students had to say about evaluation in the UHC, but how their

remarks compared to what the faculty had said.

An examination of these 51 student-generated categories,

together with reading the original student responses on the

questionnaires, suggested that their categories could be

regrouped under ten of the categories that arose from the

instructor survey responses. These are:

Time it takes to do process (T)

Individual student voice is heard (ISV)

Formative applications (F)
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Generic negative remarks (Neg)

Encourage expanded use (E)

Size of class (S)

No comment or generic positive (NC)

Substantive information gained (S)

Student understanding of teaching and learning process

(SU)

Student voices heard (SV)

The responses are displayed in Table 4.6, on the following

page. A textual description follows the table, starting with the

student statements about the SGID evaluations.

Student reactions to SGID process. First, there are some students

who disliked and mistrusted evaluations in general. Perhaps

many of the students who did not participate in the survey had

the attitude, "what's the use, nothing ever changes." One student

wrote "I never fill them out. No changes in any 'evaluation' are

going to improve any majority of classes. The average ego of

college professors is too great to be impacted by some

'evaluation'." One student lamented that the UHC "didn't do an

evaluation for a 'bad' prof, only 'good'." Another held that

"the teachers with tenure don't pay attention to the evaluations

and don't care." Altogether there were eight students whose
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Table 4.6: Student survey results from Chronicle survey
of students who had experienced both SGID and written
evaluations
Questions of interest to this study were:
1. In what ways have the group evaluation sessions worked for you?
2. In what ways have the group evaluation sessions not worked for you?
3. What practical suggestions do you have for improving the process?

Questions were asked with respect first to SGID, and second, to the written
forms.

Note: percentages refer to percantages of total responses for each question (bottom of
column), except for subtotals, which are percentages of the total at the end of each
row. The percentages in the "totals" column refer to percentages of the grand total
(236). Because of space limitations, percentages are shown as decimals rather than
as '%".

Response Concerning SGID Concerning form To-
generated # of answers to question # of answers to question tals

by students number: number:

1 2 3 subtotal 1 2 3 subtotal

E: Encourage 1 4 5 5 3 8 13

expanded use .02 .08 .03 .12 .16 .09 .06
F: Formative 10 8 4 22 1 2 2 5 27
applications .16 .17 .11 .15 .02 .08 .11 .06 .12
ISV: Individual 6 22 7 35 1 8 3 1 22 57
student voice .10 .47

1

.19 .24 .43 .13 .05 .26 .25

NC: No comment, 1 7 8 1 1 2 10
generic positive .02 .19 .06 .02 .05 .02 .04

Neg: Negative 3 1 4 4
comment .05 .02 .03 .02
S: Substantive 4 4 5 5 9

info gained .07 .03 .12 .06 .04
Si: Size of class 1 1 1

.03 .03 <.01

SU: Stdt under- 21 1.0 122 1 6 7 29
standing .35 .3 .15 04 .31 .08 .13
SV: Student 15 5 20 3 10 1 14 34
voices heard .25 .14 .14 .07 .42 .05 .16 .15
T: Time to do 15 8 23 9 8 5 22 45
process .32 .22 .16 .21 .33 .26 .26 .20

Totals 60 47 37 144 42 24 19 85 229
(% in Question# cellss .41 .33 .26 .63 .49 .28 .22 .37
refers to % of subtotal.
% in subtotal cells
refers to % of grand
total)
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comments reflected a mistrust of the teachers' willingness to

change, and a generally adversarial stance vis a vis the faculty.

Their attitude was not limited to one specific category, but

permeated all their responses. I will admit that the tone of

these remarks is at odds with the tone of the SGID sessions and

results, and with the overall tone of the student survey

comments. Perhaps the students who said these things were not

confining their focus to the UHC classes. Perhaps they were

generalizing from their experience with teaching evaluations

elsewhere at OSU. Perhaps these students had been

eavesdropping on the Faculty Senate Task Force meetings. I

doubt that the respondents were self-selected, electing to fill out

the form because they wanted to voice their grievances, because

most of the forms were simply handed to students when they

entered the UHC office or the SLUG, and were completed

promptly.

Whatever the reason, these represent 14.5% of the student

responses, and are signs of a considerably darker side of the

teaching evaluation enterprise. Their remarks are all the more

striking when we recall that UHC students describe themselves

as people who love to learn, all of whom are in the UHC because

they want to be. These are symptoms of some dreadful sickness

in the Institution. Just ask Professor Stanfel, from Chapter Two.

Let us proceed to what students had to say more

specifically about the processes, noting that most of the remarks
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were positive in tone, quite agreeable. The largest number of

responses concerning the SGID process were related to the

individual student voice being heard (ISV). There were 35/144

remarks (24%) about individual student voice, six (10%) in

response to what works, 22 (47%) in response to what does not

work, and 7 (19%) suggestions. Those who thought it works said

things like "Felt confident that my ideas were heard," or "You get

to express your opinion in a more specific way," or "We can say

what we hate so the students next year have a better

experience. It's sort of an outlet." Negative comments objected

that "Sometimes one person dominates the discussion,"

"Sometimes it is too intimidating to voice your own opinion if

others don't feel the same way," or "The mob effect is always

dangerous in group voicings. Contrary opinion is not given much

emphasis. Sometimes people get more worked up than is honest

when feeding off of one another." Note, though, that there are

far more negative remarks than positive, as students objected

that their own comments disappeared into the consensus voice

of the class, which parallels the instructor concerns about being

able to hear each individual student voice.

The time it, takes to do the SLID process was mentioned

23/144 (16%) times, 15/23 (65%) noting that it is something

that gets in the way, and eight (35%) as suggestions. Painful as it

is to admit, 23/144 of the student remarks (16%) did grumble

that "Group evaluations are very time consuming," "They take up

too much time," and that "It seems the Judy [sic] could have
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condensed some of the steps." "The Judy" has taken those

comments to heart. They are consistent with the instructors'

discontent with the time it took to do an SGID.

Issues surrounding formative applications arose 22/144

(15%) times, 10/22 (45%) in response to what worked, eight

(36%) in response to what did not, and four (18%) suggestions.

The students who thought the SGIDs did have formative uses

commented that, "Teachers can adjust their methods," "The

instructor can figure out how to deal with problems," and "It

allows us to help direct the teacher to the areas that we as

students need the prof to work on." In the opening paragraph of

this section, we heard from students who thoroughly distrusted

evaluations in general, some bitterly resigned to a faculty that

will not change.

The same number of comments, 22, (15% of SGID total)

were grouped in the category of student understanding of the

teaching and learning process. Of these 21 (95%) were in the

positive what worked column, and one (5%) in the negative what

did not work column. "It's easier to think of ways for the teacher

to improve when others give ideas as well," wrote one. Another

said "The small group sessions really helped to formalize the

overall feelings of the class and its progress. It provided a great

avenue to express concern and enact changes in the direction of

the class." The negative voice was quoted above, one of those

who were weary of nonproductive evaluations.



245

That student voices were heard was mentioned 20 times

(14% of 144), 15 positive mentions (75%), and five (25%)

suggestions. The positive mentions sounded like, "We feel like a

live person is hearing our concerns," or simply "We voice our

opinions about classes." The suggestions tended to be

encouragements like, "Keep it up. It takes into account

everyone's ideas." Again, these comments paralleled the

instructors who liked getting. the consensus voice.

Those were the larger categories of response to the SGID.

Smaller accumulations included eight generic positive or no

comment remarks (6% of the total 144), one (13%) in answer to

what works, and seven (88%) as suggestions. That is, when asked

to make suggestions, these students just said everything was OK.

Five remarks (3% of total 144) mentioned expanded use of the

SGID process, one in answer to what does not work, and four

suggestions. Expanded used included remarks that it's too bad

this process can't be used generally at OSU, or that it should

always be done mid-term. Negative comments were submitted

in four instances. Three of these, unlikely as it seems, were in

response to what works (including "Promotes conformist

anarchy,"), and one was a suggestion. Four times, substantive

information gained was mentioned (3% of total 144) as what

works ("More in-depth information"). There were no negative

remarks about substantive information. One remark, a

suggestion, mentioned the size of the class.
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Student reactions to written form. A few of the students

made marginal comments on the evaluation form like, "The UHC

uses written forms?" or "I forgot they existed." They had

experienced, or remembered, only the groups. Those who had

used the forms responded to the questions as follows.

When asked about their reactions to the written form, the

UHC students made a total of 229 comments. Of these, 22

remarked (10%) about hearing the individual student voice. Of

these, 18 (81%) were listed as what works, three (14%) as what

does not work, and one (5%) as a suggestion. What works for

these students is that the UHC forms "allow for personal

comments," "I am sure that my opinion is stated as I intended it

to be," "It is easier to address individual problems with the

professor on the evaluation forms." It is not surprising that this

is the primary advantage noted by the students.

The same number of remarks, 22, (10% of 229) were made

about the time it takes to do the process. Of these, nine (41%)

were favorable, eight (36%) were unfavorable, and five (23%)

involved suggestions. The favorable remarks were phrased as a

contrast to the SGIDs, noting that it takes less time to fill out the

forms. Students who wrote the unfavorable remarks thought

that even the forms take up too much time.

Expanded use of the written form was mentioned eight of

229 times (3%), five (63%) in answer to what works, and three

(37%) making suggestions. The expanded uses indicated that
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these forms could lead to a feedback session, and offered

suggestions about using them in conjunction with SGID.

Student understanding of the teaching and learning

process was mentioned seven of 229 times (3%), once (14%) as

an entry under does not work, and six (88%) as suggestions. The

doesn't work notation thought that the prof should do the

evaluations (instead of someone else), so there could be

discussion with the students. The six suggestions also involved

adding a discussion component to the written forms.

Formative applications to the written evaluation process

were mentioned five times (of 229, 2%), once favorably, twice

unfavorably, and twice as suggestions. The favorable remark

was that the student would like to sign those evaluations so that

they could be used in the professor's file, an issue that was hotly

debated in and around the Faculty Senate Task Force. The

negative formative remarks were from those students who

believed that the faculty will not change no matter what the

evaluations say. One suggestion thought the forms should be

available to be read by all students (to bring about change), and

the other, that students write an evaluation at the start of the

term to address their needs.

Similarly, that substantive information was gained was

mentioned five times (2% of toal), all of them in answer to what

works. All of those students wrote that the information

generated by the forms was thorough, complete.
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Overall results of student survey. The total of responses

from the student survey concerning their reactions to both the

SGID and written evaluation student evaluations indicate that

the most often mentioned element is the individual student

voice, with 57 mentions. Virtually all students mentioned that

item, some more than once. This parallels the instructors'

appreciation of being able to hear the individual student voices,

and their concern that the SGID consensus does mask those.

Like the teachers, the students spoke against the time it

takes to do the SGID process. Excessive time was mentioned 45

times, or by nearly all students, though again, some mentioned it

more than once.

It might be appropriate to mention at this point that,

having analyzed what the teachers and students said in their

respective surveys, the SGID process has since been adjusted to

accommodate the concerns about individual student voice and

excessive consumption of time.

Other totals are as follows: that student voices in general

are heard was mentioned 34 times. Student understanding of

the teaching and learning process was mentioned 29 times.

Formative applications were noted 27 times. All of these were

noted by half, or almost half, of the students. Mentioned less

often were expanded use, which was mentioned 13 times. There

were ten generic, no comment entries. Substantive information

gained was mentioned 9 times, generic negative comments were

made four times, and the size of the class was mentioned once.
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It is easier to compare the student survey results

concerning SGID and written forms if we just list them. Note that

these lists show the frequency of response, not the positive-

negative valence. A tabulated rank ordering of the collected

student comments, positive, negative, and suggestions, about the

SGID process is:

1. Individual student voice

2. Time it takes to do process

3. Formative applications/Student understanding of

teaching and learning process (tie for third place)

4. Student voices heard

5. No comment or generic positive

6. Expanded use

7. Substantive information gained/Generic negative

comments (tie for seventh place)

8. Size of class

A rank order of the tabulated student comments, positive,

negative, and suggestions, about the written evaluation forms, is

on the following page.

1. Individual student voice / Time it takes to do process

(tied for first place)

2. Student voices heard

3. Expanded use

4. Student understanding of teaching and learning process

5. Formative applications/Substantive information gained

(tied for fifth place)
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6. No comment or generic positive

The frequency of mention for each category differs

between the SGID and written lists, but Individual Student Voice

and Time rank at the top of both. All the comments note that the

written form allows for more individual student voice, and that

the SGID takes too much time. Formative issues appear on both

lists, in third place for remarks about SLID, and tied for fifth in

remarks about the written forms. Students hope that evaluations

will result in changes in the classrooms. Some items appear on

one list, but not the other. For example, there were no generic

negative comments with respect to the written forms.

Comparison of Faculty Survey Results and Student Survey
Results

The questions asked of the faculty were not the same as

those asked of the students, so we cannot just count the

responses and line them up. Students were not asked why they

chose the process, and they were not asked how they used the

results. But students and faculty did address many of the same

issues, as shown in Table 4.7 on the following page.

The two lists displayed above show that as stated, the

faculty came up with more different types of responses than the

students, but they were asked somewhat different questions.

What is of interest is that formative applications, the item

mentioned most often by faculty, is fifth on the list for students.

Recall, however, that while all the faculty mentions of formative
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applications were positive, indicating an intent to adapt to the

students' remarks, there was considerable grumbling among the

students' references to formative applications -- many of them

do not believe that their evaluations have any impact on the

faculty.

The top item for students was that their individual voices

were heard, which was ranked considerably lower by faculty, in

eighth place. Perhaps some of the faculty responses about

hearing the consensus voice of students did contain some

unstated elements of hearing individual students, but that is not

at all clear, inasmuch as some faculty did specifically address

hearing the individual student. It was very clear that the

commonest student complaint about SGID was that their own

voices were subsumed into the group remarks,

and their commonest compliment to the written forms was that

they are speaking for themselves.

However, the consensus voice comments were in third

place for the students, suggesting strongly that whether

individually or together, they want to be heard. 9

The second most often item mentioned by students was

the time it takes to do the process. Twenty percent of the

9I might remark parenthetically here that listening to student voices
was not only not discussed by the Faculty Senate Task Force on
Assessment of Teaching, to be discussed in Chapter 5, but actively
squelched. The dissonance between student concerns and faculty
concerns in that arena, at least, is considerable. Task Force issues will be
discussed further on, but this finding was so striking that it begged to be
showcased a bit.
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Table 4.7: Student Responses Compared to
Faculty Responses

Student Responses (n=56, 19 % Faculty Responses (n=36, 53%
of UHC students) Percentages of UHC faculty) Percentages
below refer to percentages of below refer to percentages of
total items (n=229) total items (n=236)

1.Individual student
heard (57, 25%)

voice is

2. Time it takes to do process
(45, 20%)
3. Student voice (consensus)
heard (34, 15%)
4. Student understanding

learning (29,
5. Formative
(27, 12%)
6. Encourage
(13, 6%)
7. No comment, generic
positive (10, 4%)
8. Substantive information
gained (9, 4%)

applications

8. Individual student
heard (9, 4%)

voice

4. Time it takes to do process
(20, 8%)
2. Student voice (consensus)
heard (37, 16%)

of 6. Student understanding of
teaching / learning (11, 5%)

expanded use

on

9. Negative comment (4, 2%)
10. Size of class (1, <1%)

Note: totals do not equal 100%,
due to rounding

1. Formative applications
(58, 25%)
5. Encourage expanded use

3. No comment, generic
positive (32, 14%)
7. Substantive information
gained (10, 4%)

tied with:
studied and filed information
(10, 4%)
13. Negative comments (3, 1%)

tied with 13 below
9. Promotion and tenure
concerns (7, 3%)
10. Redundant (already has
info) (6, 2%)
11. Choice is good to have (5,
2%)
12. New and different, curious
(4, 2%)
13. Discussed results with
students (3, 1%)
14. Was asked to do by UHC
(2, <1%)

tied with:
Size of class (2, <1%) and

Students' preference
(2, <1%)

teaching 13%)

(15,
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student items addressed the time problem. SGIDs were really

time consuming, they said, and they are qualified to say so. They

participated in them. Although only eight percent of the faculty

also criticized the time it took to do the groups, their focus was

more on the loss of teaching time and the difficulty of devoting a

full class period. And they had nothing favorable to say about

the time it took. Even the faculty who liked the process

immensely thought it should be streamlined.

The above lists show strong evidence that both students

and faculty have student voice as a top priority. We could argue

that both faculty and student concerns about formative

applications are founded on the premise that the faculty first of

all must hear the student voices, and we may include these in

the overall concept of student voices. Substantive information

gained could be added to the list, the idea being that those

voices are heard more clearly. If we group those items into a

general concept of student voice, we find that 48% of the faculty

remarks and 55% of the student remarks are telling us that the

primary use of instructional evaluation is to allow the students

to be heard - or to allow the faculty to hear the students. That

students are often dubious about the latter does not negate its

import.

The conclusion from the student and faculty surveys is

that at least in the UHC, students and faculty are in remarkable

agreement about the purpose of instructional evaluation. It is

formative. The faculty claim that, having heard the students'
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voices, they use the evaluations for formative purposes. The

students have their doubts, but they do agree that this is the

way things ought to be.

These two major concerns, namely the ability of students

to be heard individually as well as collectively, and the time it

takes for an SGID session, have both been addressed in the UHC

evaluation practice this term, which is to say, after the data

collection period. The faculty and student surveys have been put

to formative use. Students are invited to submit anonymous

written remarks in addition to the group letter, and the process

has been streamlined. We do practice what we preach.

Results From the UHC

During a scheduled interview, the Dean of the UHC

responded to a variation of the three questions that are

foundational to the SGID sessions, and which were also asked in

the student and the faculty surveys:

What is working re: SGID for the UHC?

What is not working re: SGID for the UHC?

How does the UHC use the results? What do you do with

them?

Any practical suggestions for change?

A member check with the Dean confirmed that he agrees

with the content of the interview as presented below.

The Dean's response to the first question is as follows.

First, he noted that SGID is multi-faceted. It does what it is
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intended to do, that is, it provides the UHC insight on courses,

content, discussion, and instructors. In so doing, it fulfills its

manifest goal.

Of course, the Dean receives other ongoing information

from students and staff in the daily operations of the UHC, and

in combination with this other information, the SGID results

allow him to make "comparative" evaluation regarding which

faculty members are most successful in their UHC classes. All of

this is what SGID is intended to do.

In addition, a benefit of SGID as noted by the Dean is that

it creates a sense of ownership among the students. That is, it

involves them in assessment without furthering what the Dean

called the sense of alienation in the optical scanners. It leads to a

sense of community where students talk about their own

instructors, as they participate as a group. Of value to the UHC is

that students are asked about their own contributions to

learning in the class, what they should have done. This question,

even if not largely discussed in the SGID sessions, leaves, as the

Dean put it, the "residual thought that whether the class floats or

sinks is not entirely out of my (the student's) hands."

When asked the second question, about the ways that SGID

is not working, the Dean cited the administrative issues that get

in the way. He mentioned administrators who are unwilling to

work in the best interest of the faculty, and balk at including

SGID results in a faculty member's promotion and tenure

material. Such administrators, who are "legalistic for the sake of
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being legalistic," fail to see that "rules are living things," and

their obstinacy gets in the way of the effective use of the SGID

process. The Dean did not mention anything other than

administrative issues as getting in the way of SGID's

effectiveness.

How does the UHC use the evaluation results? This, the

Dean answered with respect both to SGID and the written form

results, both of which he reads carefully. It gives him, he said, a

sense of the UHC. He reads them virtually the whole term,

seeking reactions overall. Personnel decisions are made with the

help of the evaluation results. To recontract an instructor with

the UHC, the Dean reviews the results of whatever evaluation

type the instructor has used. Whenever a department chair

inquires whether the UHC would like to recontract one of their

instructors, the Dean consults the evaluations. He says that he

has said on occasion to a department chair, "If you don't ask, I

won't have to refuse." He "needs to do this."

Additionally, the UHC is occasionally asked to provide a

letter for a promotion and tenure action. Before writing such a

letter, the Dean consults the evaluation notebook. He seeks to

provide a balanced report for the faculty who have taught in the

UHC.

There are issues of context and input, as well. The

evaluations help determine how to adapt to the current term,

and how to plan ahead. From them, he said, he gets both a
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distillation of what is occurring in the UHC classrooms, and a

breadth of vision.

Does the UHC have any suggestions about the evaluation

processes? The Dean responded that there is indeed a challenge,

and it references the above mentioned administrative concerns.

The challenge, he said, is getting the University to realize that

there is value in the experience.

The Dean added that overall, having the SGID process in

place helps not only to foster, but to verify the impression that

the UHC fosters and encourages innovation.

Because he is the Dean, he. received a larger and higher

quality candy bar to thank him for his input into the study.

The Dean's remarks have a thrust that is different from

what the students or faculty said. The Dean is involved with

negotiations with the Deans of the other Colleges of the

University, and with Department Chairs, and with administrators

on all six floors of the Administration Building. For him, the unit

of analysis is the class, and at times the Honors College itself,

something of a different focus than the students' hope that they

will each be heard. But there is nothing in the Dean's remarks

that is at odds with what the students and faculty hope will

result from instructional evaluation in the UHC.

The UHC Head Advisor was also interviewed, and a

member check with her confirms that the content presented

below is accurate.
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The interview with the UHC Head Advisor looked through

a different window than the administrative view taken by the

Dean. The Head Advisor is not connected with the Faculty

Evaluation enterprise in the UHC at all, but she does speak to

every UHC student every term, for purposes of course selection

and general mentoring. In the process, she gets, so to speak, an

earful. She hears student reactions to their courses, and when

they are not happy with a course -- or if they are extremely

happy with it -- they stop by her office and talk about it with

her. My purpose was to check the SGID findings with what the

Head Advisor has heard in her interactions with the students.

She was intrigued by Table 4.1, and was in full agreement with

what she saw there.

She agreed that students are overwhelmingly satisfied

with their UHC courses, and the most common complaint she

hears is that they are not able to take all of them that they want

to. For example, there is not enough room in the Honors

Chemistry sections for the students to take the entire year's

sequence in the Honors sections, and they are unhappy when

they end up in the regular classes. Overwhelmingly, she agreed,

they like their UHC teachers. But they have complaints about the

courses as well, and these are the same ones that are identified

in Table 4.1. When students talk with the Head Advisor, they

discuss their concerns about difficulty level and workload, they

do not complain that the class is too hard -- "They never say the

class is too hard," according to the Head Advisor, with great
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emphasis on "never"-- but they do say that the course

description in the UHC Schedule of Classes misled them. They

echo the grievance oft mentioned in SGID that the instructors all

too often assume a background and preparation in the subject

that the students do not have, and they chastise the UHC for

what they call false advertising. Their negative remarks about

workload are most ' commonly directed toward the one or two

credit colloquia, said the Head Advisor, again echoing the SGID

findings.

Additional parallels between the SLID findings and what

students tell the Head Advisor include students' strong

objections when class expectations are unclear. These remarks

are consistent with the SGID negative remarks about syllabus

and expectations. The Head Advisor said that students do not

like it when the instructor "changes things around" or is

otherwise inconsistent or unclear about schedules and

expectations. Further, although the UHC students

overwhelmingly like being with their UHC colleagues in the

small classes, they do not like it if they perceive that some

students are not properly prepared for class. They are aware of

an interdependence among the UHC students, and they hold one

another to expectations of high standards whose violation they

do not easily tolerate.

Altogether, the Head Advisor found the SLID data

intriguing because they mirrored the concerns and comments

that she had heard in the process of speaking to every UHC



260

student every term. The interview with her contributed to the

assurance of trustworthiness of the data.

Conclusion of Results Chapter

This chapter has set forth the results from three years of

SLID data collection in an attempt to answer the two-forked

question of the study. First, what does SGID tell us about student

reactions to teaching in the UHC? And second, in what ways is

the SLID process useful (or not) to the stakeholders of teachers,

students, and the UHC?

The first question can be answered globally as saying that

the SGIDs tell us that UHC students like the small class size, the

discussions and informal atmosphere, and the personal

relationships with their UHC teachers. They very much

appreciate it when the syllabus and other organizational issues

are clear and are followed, and they object when they are

unsure of what is expected of them. This is especially true when

concern for grades is factored in. On the other hand, they do not

like rigidity. They appreciate the flexibility and student-directed

experiences of their UHC classes. Students like to make

connections between their course work and real life. Students

tend overwhelmingly to assign accountability to instructors for

their pedagogical choices, and have very little negative to say

about instructors' personal characteristics. Students like to laugh

and to be excited about learning (and they like to eat).
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The second question, asking about the usefulness of SGID,

is answered somewhat differently by the various stakeholders

or participants. Everybody likes student voices to be heard.

Everybody likes it when evaluation processes actually lead to

change, and in fact, formative issues far outnumber the other

responses. Everybody likes the ongoing dialogue provided by the

SGID, but there is a caution about the ability of every student's

voice to be heard. SGID takes up too much time, they say.

Practically no instructors mentioned promotion and tenure

concerns, but the UHC pays attention to these because the Dean

interfaces with academic departments where a UHC evaluation

could be of value to an instructor who is up for some such

personnel action. The lion's share of remarks suggests that SGID

provides faculty with a way to hear student voices and to make

appropriate changes in their pedagogical choices, and that the

SGID enables students further to understand the teaching and

learning process.

How does all this fit into the larger scheme? We move next

to Chapter Five, where we will construct the conditional matrix,

and explore other intrigues and conclusions.
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CHAPTER 5
THE CONDITIONAL MATRIX

AND CLOSING THOUGHTS

Introduction to Chapter Five

The first two of the three "c's" of the constant comparative

method have been completed. The data have been coded, and

they have been counted. An additional "c" may be added, that

the findings have been compared to the issues raised in the

instructional evaluation literature, and to the elements on the

optical scanner that is used by OSU for student evaluation of

instruction. The "c" that remains is to construct the conditional

matrix. Following that, other intrigues and conclusions will be

explored.

The Conditional Matrix

As set forth in Chapter Three of this enterprise, the

conditional matrix is a series of concentric circles with the

immediate site of the research at the center, and other units (for

example, academic, social, or political) in rings around the

center10. Their distance from the center of the conditional matrix

"To call concentric circles a "matrix" seems to stretch the definition of
"matrix" beyond the breaking point. A matrix is a grid, with straight lines
and squares of rectangles. However, Strauss and Corbin (1990), who
coined the term "conditional matrix," are quite clear that they mean a
series of concentric circles. Consistent with their preference, I will call it
a conditional matrix, while acknowledging that to do so does produce some
definitional discomfort and discord. On the other hand, "matrix" is also
used to refer to the rock in which a gem, mineral, or fossil is enclosed,
according to Webster's New World Dictionary, 1964, p.907. In that sense,
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is a metaphor for their operational distance from the research

site. That is, a decision by a person in the Federal Government a

continent away might eventually impact the operations of the

Honors College at Oregon State University, but it would have less

immediate impact than an upheaval in the UHC classroom across

the hall.

It is important to distinguish the concentric circles of the

conditional matrix from an organizational chart such as the one

that appears in the OSU Fact Book (Oregon State University,

1998, p. 8). An organizational chart, pyramidal or flattened,

gives an overview of the supposed connections and channels of

decision making as viewed from outside the organization. The

organizational chart of OSU certainly does not position the

University Honors College at its center, but rather as one of

eleven boxes under the Associate Provost of Academic Affairs. It

is not aligned with other academic colleges, which are directly

related to the Provost. According to the chart, there is no

apparent way for the UHC to communicate directly with

departments or individual instructors, much less people outside

the University, such as prospective students and their parents.

The conditional matrix does place the unit of study at the

center. The rationale for this is that the conditional matrix,

rather than representing an organizational structure, represents

the experiential encounters of those who function in that setting.

the SGID in the UHC is "enclosed" within the conditional matrix of the
surrounding layers.
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In the case of this research, to those who work in the UHC, it

feels like the UHC is at some sort of center, and that other

entities (people, messages, directives) come and go. Some of

these entities are close to the UHC, either physically (like the

Ethnic Studies Department across the hall) or operationally (like

the instructors who come in from various departments, thence to

return), and some are distant (like the State Legislature, whose

laws impact the Legal Advisor, whose directives affect the

evaluation practice in the UHC). The point is that the conditional

matrix is not intended to inform an inquirer about the UHC's

place in the organizational structure of the University, but about

the experience of relating to the University and the larger world

when one is stationed in the UHC.

What, then, are the layers of the conditional matrix to be

constructed for this study, recalling that this study deals with

evaluation of UHC classes? They are:

Center: The SGID evaluation of the individual UHC class

within the Honors College

Ring 1: The UHC students' reactions to the course

evaluations

Ring 2: The University Honors College itself, the milieu in

which the classes are situated

Ring 3: The instructors who taught for the UHC and their

reactions to the UHC evaluations
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Ring 4: The academic units from which the UHC instructors

came, as illuminated by their responses to the Faculty Senate

Task Force on Evaluation of Teaching

Ring 5: The University and its position vis a vis student

evaluation of teaching

Ring 6: The State of Oregon and the statutes that impact

student evaluation of teaching

Center: The SGID Evaluation of the Individual UHC Class
Within the Honors College

At the center is the SGID evaluation of the individual UHC

class. Chapter Four explicated the Center of the matrix with the

SGID findings. The UHC classes are relatively small and group-

oriented, with flexible structure or content. They are taught by

faculty who enjoy a high reputation within their disciplines (like

the professor who saved the Western Oregon honeybee

industry), and these faculty make themselves available to

students. Students set high standards for themselves. They

express a need to know how close they are to meeting those

standards. The UHC written forms showed stronger emphasis on

UHC students' concerns about monitoring their grades in any

given class. Their learning is affected by certain physical plant

and university support influences, and they like the UHC

facilities. UHC students tend to know one another because they

live together and share the Honors Learning Center, or SLUG

(Students Learning UnderGround), as well as UHC activities such



266

as barbecues, forums, and flyfishing or snow weekends. This out

of class togetherness contributes to an in class camaraderie,

about which two members of my dissertation committee have

remarked in their own experiences at the UHC. The foregoing

observations are grounded in the data collected in the SGID

sessions, and may be summarized in the vernacular by stating

that UHC classrooms are congenial, stimulating, often exciting.

They are academically nice places to be.

Ring One: The UHC Students' Reactions to the Course Evaluations

Surrounding the individual UHC classroom at the center of

the matrix is the first ring. Its contents were fully explicated in

Chapter Four. This ring is still within the UHC. Here are found the

students who participated in SGID sessions in their UHC classes,

and the question is how well the UHC evaluations met their

needs. The findings in Chapter Four showed that some students

express cynicism or doubt about the effectiveness of course

evaluations as a whole, but that they do appreciate the

opportunity to be heard. They hope that what they say in their

evaluations will help the instructor to improve the course. The

findings from the SGID sessions show that basically, students in

the UHC thoroughly enjoy their UHC classes and wish they could

take more of them.
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Ring Two: The UHC Itself

The UHC classes exist, obviously, within the UHC, and ring

two represents the UHC. The contents of the UHC ring are

determined, for purposes of this study, by the interviews with

the Dean and the Head Advisor and are informed by my own

participant observation of operations within the UHC for over

three years. These elements will be discussed in turn.

For the Dean, the UHC classes and instructors are

absolutely central to the mission of the Honors College. His

attitude is consistent with the mission of honors colleges and

programs nationwide, as presented by the National Collegiate

Honors Council, that the primary purpose of honors education is

to provide a compelling learning experience. Barbecues and

fishing trips cannot make up for inferior classrooms. The Dean is

satisfied that the SGID process (and the UHC written form, when

appropriate) provides him with the information he needs in

order to monitor what is happening in the UHC classes. And he is

pleased with what he_ reads. When he is not, he takes gentle

action (he says, "If you don't ask, I won't have to refuse," if a

Department Chair asks if the UHC would like a less than

successful teacher to return to the UHC) to assure that

substandard instruction does not return. His position was

explicated in Chapter Four.

Similarly, the Head Advisor's position was set forth in

Chapter Four. She agrees that. UHC students are overwhelmingly
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satisfied with their honors courses, and that they wish they

could take more of them. Her observations, based on

consultation with every honors student every term, are

consistent with the findings of the SGID sessions and with the

conclusions made by the Dean.

The good health of the UHC classes and the UHC at large is

also suggested by what I have heard and seen in my interactions

with UHC students and faculty. These elements will be set forth

in more detail here. I spent in excess of eight hours a week in

the SLUG, many of which were in conversation with students. It

was commonplace in the SLUG to overhear groups of students

drilling one another over some class work, grappling with arcane

philosophical concepts, and wrestling with math, physics, and

chemistry problems. They studied together in tight, intense

groups endlessly before an exam, then would all troop off

together to take it. An hour later, they would all troop back in,

exhausted but exhilarated. "How'd you do? How'd you do? That

wasn't so bad, was it?"

But it was not all academic "grinding" for students in the

SLUG, and here follows a lengthy explication. I spent many hours

eavesdropping and observing the occasional horseplay. It

seemed to me to be a sign of "just kids havin' fun" and of a

positive atmosphere when students would romp into the SLUG

and tackle their friends on the couches. I was delighted when

one of the computers was designated the "Snow Computer,"

decorated with cut-out paper snowflakes (which I showed the
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students how to fold and cut), and an adjacent white-board

became the designated "Snow Board," with a list of ski areas,

snow conditions, temperatures, and forecasts. I saw it as a sign

of marvelous youthful hi-jinks when one of the most seriously

scholarly of the UHC's young women abruptly stood up from an

evidently grueling study session, yowled "I can't stand this! I'm

getting outta' here!" opened a window, and climbed out into the

window well. Her colleagues immediately closed and locked the

window, whereby our scholar scratched at the glass, went into

bodily contortions, and made faces, while the scholars within

applauded and rolled on the floor, but they did not unlock the

window. Feigning rage, our heroine climbed out of the window

well, clamored through the rhododendrons, trotted around the

building and re-entered the SLUG with the regal dignity of a

queen. Then everybody returned to studying.

I witnessed another episode that illustrates the "SLUG

spirit." The office manager entered the SLUG with a prospective

student and his parents, giving them a tour of the facilities. At

that moment, two honors students who were studying something

extremely difficult--organic chemistry, perhaps--shifted into the

goofiness that excessive studying can induce. The office manager

sidled over to the study table and scribbled a quick private note:

"NO! RICH ALUMS!" The students immediately became quite

sober, but the instant that the visitors were outside the door, the

students popped up from the table, bouncing around like

Mickey's dog Pluto. "Oh, yes, yes," they exclaimed, panting like a
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couple of cartoon hounds, eyes wide and tongues flopping, "We

know what we wanna' be after we graduate!" "What might that

be?" asked the office manager suspiciously. "We wanna' be rich

alums!" The office manager beat them with a sofa pillow, and

they returned to their study.

I was privileged to attain, I believe, a measure of trust

with the students. They asked my assistance in editing their

papers (after I started writing a column in the OSU Barometer,

they decided I knew something about writing), and we talked at

length about how they were doing, what their plans were, and

the stress of changing their major (usually from a science to

some area of philosophy). The women talked with me rather

frequently about issues such as gender in language, and

occasionally about issues of women's health (after they found

out I used to teach natural childbirth).

These lovely interactions and observances were not

limited to the SLUG. The office upstairs, although more "official"

in tone and demeanor, was always a pleasant place to enter, a

place where students commonly congregated briefly after class,

usually with the instructor. The UHC candy jar budget continues

to grow, but the congeniality surrounding it is recognized by the

Dean as critical to the interpersonal connections within the UHC.

Students who would be reluctant to drop in just to say hello to

the staff are comfortable dropping in for "a fix" from the candy

jar, and remaining to visit. The Dean makes it a point to make

himself available to students who "pop in."
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From my privileged position as hamburger and "veggie"

burger cook at the UHC spring and fall barbecues, I have seen

and heard the students mingling with one another and with the

faculty. Of particular note is the difference between the first

barbecue of the first year of operation of the Honors College, and

the later ones. The first barbecue inaugurated the Honors

College, and few of the students knew one another, nor did they

know the faculty. When they were introduced, they were polite

and eager, shaking hands and nodding agreeably. Certainly it

was pleasantly informal out there on the grass behind the dorm,

but there was a respectful restraint. At subsequent barbecues,

the restraint was gone. Students called most of the faculty by

their first names or nicknames and were as likely to greet them

with a roughhouse poke on the shoulder or a hug, as any other

way. Particularly, for the three fall barbecues after the first one,

I heard students in the SLUG expressing eagerness for the event,

"Hey, don't miss that sucker!" or "Ohmygod I gotta' sign up! Can't

wait!"

Similarly, at the start of each term, I observed (and

participated in) a great upheaval of noisy greetings, including

hugs and shoulder pokes, as students returned to the SLUG. I

found myself looking forward to the first week back because I

missed those young people, missed the atmosphere of high good

humor, intense intelligence, and buoyant nonsense. In fact, at

this writing, I have terminated my hours serving in the SLUG in

order to provide time to write this dissertation. I am in



272

mourning, and when I attended a Student Steering Committee

meeting last evening in the SLUG, and the students (including

the ones who want to be rich alums) exclaimed, "Hey, here's

Judy! Where ya' been?" I managed to hide the mistiness of my

eyes by responding with a wisecrack.

It would be naive to conclude that the positive

interactions and interpersonal transactions in which I have

participated for the duration of this study are characteristic of

the entire Honors College. But I can say without wavering that

the foregoing does characterize the relationships among students

and between students and faculty in the Honors College as I

experienced it. There were signs in the SGID data collection

process that there are less pleasant elements in the UHC, for

example, the students who mistrust evaluations in general are

out there, and this attitude could well be part of a more

generalized negative attitude either to the UHC or to their classes

as a whole. There are also the faculty who made negative

remarks in the faculty survey. These faculty remarks might be

specific to UHC evaluation processes, or they might reflect a

more generalized negative attitude toward their UHC classes or

toward their teaching as a whole.

What about relationships among the Dean, Head Advisor,

and the other staff in the UHC office? I was not in a position to

participate in inter-staff operations on a daily basis, for I was

assigned to the SLUG. However, I did participate in monthly UHC

Team meetings with the staff and the other two Graduate
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Teaching Assistants, and everything I saw was congenial and

dedicated to the smooth running of the UHC. At the Team

meetings, we adhered to the agenda and discussed the business

at hand, for example the challenges of the UHC's being 80

students over capacity for the 1998-1999 year, or the need for

assistance in reading application essays. Team members brought

donuts or muffins. If there were any unfriendly, negative, or

counterproductive attitudes or relationships in the intra-office

functions, they were not apparent to me.

The point of the foregoing scenes from the UHC is to fill the

UHC ring of the conditional matrix with material that

characterizes the venue in which the UHC classes are held. If the

UHC were a unit of solemn, unsmiling, unwelcoming individuals

with an uncomfortable or suspicious atmosphere, that might

indeed contaminate the UHC classes in spite of the best efforts of

the instructors. However, classes held in the UHC are situated in

an academic unit that struck me, as a participant observer for

over three years, as being friendly, welcoming, challenging, and

encouraging. As one instructor said to me as I grilled

hamburgers (beef and vegetarian) at a barbecue, "It's a class

act." And that has got to impact the classes and eventually their

evaluation.

Ring Three: The Instructors Who Taught For the UHC

Ring three, the third level out from the center, contains the

faculty who teach for the UHC. As it presently operates, the UHC
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has only one faculty member whose teaching is exclusively in

and for the UHC, and that is the Honors Writing instructor. All

other faculty members are contracted to teach one term at a

time, with the exception of one or sometimes two adjunct faculty

who agree to spend a year or more teaching and being otherwise

highly visible in the UHC. Some instructors have in fact taught

for the UHC practically every term, but they are still "on loan"

from their home departments. For practical purposes, it can be

assumed that the UHC faculty is drawn from a pool of interested

professors all of whom are housed elsewhere.

It is relevant to reiterate what is perhaps obvious, that

everyone who teaches for the UHC wants to do so. Instructors

must apply, and, as the Dean said in his interview, there are a

very few times when the UHC has opted not to reassign a

particular instructor to a UHC classroom. It is mutual: the UHC

wants the faculty, and those who teach for the UHC have been

chosen to do so. So what exists initially at least, is a classroom

with strongly positive potential: both the students and the

faculty have gone to .some trouble to be there. In the vernacular,

it is theirs to lose at that point.

This discussion of the UHC faculty will be relatively brief,

for three reasons. First, in the practice of my assistantship in the

UHC, I had far more interaction with and observation of the

students than the faculty. My only contacts that were

exclusively with faculty were those largely e-mailed interactions

involving the evaluation sessions, both SGID and written. These
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contacts, although extensive and very time-consuming (there are

124 messages in my e-mail folder for UHC evaluations for fall

term 1998), did not usually directly address faculty attitudes

toward the UHC, the students, or to teaching. Almost exclusively,

they addressed questions concerning the evaluation choices

within the UHC, the SGID process, and seemingly endless

inquiries about scheduling ("You said Tuesday November 11, but

the 11th is Thursday. Do you mean Tuesday the 9th or Thursday

the 11th?" "Oh, stupid me. I mean Thursday the 11th. Will this

be the group or written?" and so forth). This electronic

correspondence was congenial, and perhaps it indicates that the

faculty were willing to go to the trouble of arranging these

sessions, itself an indication of a cooperative attitude. But that is

not much upon which to build a case about the UHC faculty. So

the first reason for the brevity of this section is that my

observations of faculty were limited.

However, and this is the second reason for the brevity of

this section, I did observe faculty student interactions in the UHC

to the extent reported above, that is, around the candy jar in the

office, occasionally in the SLUG, and at events such as the

barbecues, forums, and symposia. Those observations have

already been set forth in the second ring, wherein mention was

made of faculty student interaction, and there is no need to

repeat them. I also received faculty input in the responses to the

faculty survey, which have been explicated at length in Chapter

Four, but will be summarized briefly below.
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The third reason for the relative brevity of this section is

that the faculty do come to the UHC from their home

departments, about which considerably more will be said in the

process of assembling the contents for ring four, the academic

units of OSU. The faculty are in and of their departments, and do

not come to the UHC from a vacuum. What needs to be said

about the departments will be said in ring four.

A brief summary of the UHC faculty's attitudes about

evaluation of teaching in the Honors College states first that the

faculty who responded to the survey might have been a self-

selected group, perhaps with a more positive attitude toward

their UHC teaching experience, than those who did not respond.

However, at least one faculty member apologized for having

eaten the candy bar without responding to the survey, and

wondered if it was too late to fill out the form. (It was too late, I

said.) Chapter Four has been written. It is reasonable to assume

that some of those who did not reply just did not get around to

doing so.

As set forth in Chapter Four, the replies indicated that

formative issues were the primary use to which UHC faculty put

their evaluations, and that they greatly valued hearing the

voices of their students, which points to formative applications.

However, they did not like taking what they perceived as

excessive class time for SGID discussions. Because the students

voiced the same complaint, it seems that both students and

faculty value the time spent in normal classroom activity, and do
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not view the SLID sessions as a welcome chance to escape from

something unpleasant. Neither did the faculty like having to

choose between the individual voice of the UHC written form

and the collective voice of the SGID group response. If these

responses were genuine, it suggests that teachers value what

students have to say about their teaching, and that they are ever

willing to seek out ways to improve.

There was virtually no mention of promotion and tenure

concerns in the teachers' responses, nothing suggesting a

preoccupation with self-interest. However, at least two faculty

members, including one with whom I spoke at the start of fall

term 1998, expressed dismay that their departments and

colleges consider only numbers when examining the teaching

evaluations of their faculty. These individuals did not seem to be

saying that there is something wrong with the UHC evaluations,

but that the lack of numerical rating for their UHC teaching puts

them at a disadvantage vis a vis their promotion and tenure

prospects. They were particularly dismayed that the UHC

evaluations were very good indeed, and that their efforts and

fine performance in the UHC would not contribute to their

chances for professional advancement. Issues related to this

problem will be discussed in ring four of the conditional matrix,

the academic units.

The findings of this study suggest that although there are

some difficulties translating UHC course evaluation results into

grist for a promotion and tenure file, the UHC instructors find
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these evaluations to be useful in adjusting and improving their

teaching. Their actions appear to suggest that they like the UHC

students, and the students' evaluations and actions appear to

suggest that they like the UHC faculty. It is a direct positive

assessment of the teacher when the students say that they have

learned a lot and have been in some measure transformed by

their teachers, which they have said in their SGID sessions and

which I have observed and heard in the SLUG.

Altogether, it can be said that the contents of ring three,

the UHC faculty, are largely committed to teaching, to the

students, and, by extension from their connection to the UHC,

that they are committed to the loftier goals of honors education.

Ring Four: The Academic Units from Which the UHC Instructors
Came, as Illuminated by Their Responses to the Faculty Senate

Task Force on Evaluation of Teaching

Now, what about ring four, those academic units from

which the UHC faculty are drawn, and to which the UHC relates

in ongoing operations? What do they have to say about student

evaluation of teaching? What are these evaluations for? And

how could a person doing evaluations for the Honors College

ever find out what was going on in those departments and

colleges with respect to their attitudes and practices of student

evaluation of teaching?

Ring four is a wide one, encompassing as it does the entire

undergraduate academic life of the University, from Deans of the

Colleges on down, and this section is a long one. When I first
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joined the Honors College as a graduate teaching assistant, I had

no inkling that this study would address the evaluation attitudes

and practices of the other colleges and departments, but

naturalistic studies take on a mind of their own as they proceed.

The naturalistic researcher, to mix the metaphor, follows the

scent wherever it may lead.

Introduction to the Task Force

In this case, the scent led to my being assigned as the

graduate student representative on the Faculty Senate Task

Force on Assessment of Teaching. Joe Hendricks, the Dean of the

UHC, submitted my name to the Faculty Senate Office, and I was

invited to participate. Of course I accepted, eager to join a group

of faculty (and one undergraduate representative plus the

president of the Associated Students of Oregon State University)

who, I assumed, were as excited as I was about new directions

in student evaluations of teaching.

We, the members of the Task Force, each received a two

inch thick binder containing a few items including the roster of

the Task Force (13 individuals), a letter of welcome from the

outgoing President of the Faculty Senate, the proposed time line

for the Task Force's tasks, Chapter Three ("Student evaluations

of teaching: What research tells us") from Centra's (1993)

Reflective faculty evaluation, which I had provided, and, most

salient, the "Task Force Charge." "Specifically," read that
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document, "the Task Force is charged with the following," and I

quote from the Charge, which is before me:

to evaluate and critique the efficacy of the
university-wide Student Assessment of Teaching
instrument and, if appropriate, propose a revision or
replacement of this form;

to assess the effectiveness of the peer
assessment of teaching procedures and, if appropriate
propose assessment procedure(s) that may be utilized
to achieve a valid evaluation of faculty teaching
effectiveness by peers;

to recommend processes for both student
assessment of teaching and peer assessment of
teaching that consider recommendations for working
with faculty to improve their teaching.

The first two Task Force meetings were held during spring

term of 1997. Because of scheduling difficulties, I was unable to

attend those, but I did receive copies of reports that were

distributed, and I did go into the Faculty Senate Office to read

material that was available there. These reports consisted of

descriptions of the evaluation practices of perhaps half a dozen

different colleges and universities, and ranged from a brief

letter with one form attached, to several pages of testimony

outlining the rationale for their evaluation processes. Because I

was at that time well versed in the evaluation literature, having

been immersed in it for purposes of the literature review for

this dissertation, I recognized that for the most part, these

submissions were not noteworthy in terms of any of the issues
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raised in the scholarly literature. They did not include, for

example, any of the enormous systems that are used at several

institutions with centrally maintained data banks, and that have

been submitted to extensive analysis and testing, such as those

at the University of Washington, Southern Illinois University,

University of Illinois, Kansas State University, Michigan State

University, and the Educational Testing Service (Centra, 1993).

Neither did they include any of the innovative approaches such

as the integrated evaluation and feedback programs reported by

Hativa (1995). In short, a Task Force member who perused these

items would not learn much about the status of knowledge

concerning evaluation of teaching.

But apparently this limited file of evaluation documents

did not mislead the Task Force members. I apologized to the

Faculty Senate office manager for being rather late in getting

around to coming in, and she said not to worry, that only one

other person on the Task Force had thus far shown up to read

the material. I shall call this person "Pat." Pat will be singled out

later in this discussion, in the light of further developments. I do

not know if we were the only two who read that material

(excepting the Chair of the Task Force, who assembled them in

the first place).

I attended my first meeting of the Task Force at the start

of fall term, 1997, sorry that I had missed the spring term

meetings, but eager to get on with the task in companionship

with like-minded colleagues. It is well to point out the obvious,
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that I came fresh from immersion in the world of scholarly

investigation of teaching evaluation in the incredibly long and

old evaluation literature, and was naively bright-eyed from the

student-centered, positive innovations currently operating in the

Honors College. I was poised for a fall, but I did not realize it.

The first meeting lasted for an hour. As soon as it was

over, I bolted over to the Honors College and tried to remain

calm and clear as I spoke to the Dean of the UHC about my

reactions. His memory is probably that I ranted and raved.

Certainly I raided the candy jar for more than my share of the

chocolate, thence to descend into the recesses of the SLUG.

What on earth had happened?

This was the beginning of my understanding of one of the

major pitfalls--nay, land mines--of naturalistic inquiry. In the

Task Force meetings, and in subsequent and widespread

conversation with OSU faculty generally, I began to recognize

that I had lost whatever objectivity I might have had (which

Guba and Lincoln, 1988, say nobody has anyway). I found

myself at odds with much of what I heard as my inquiry and

conversations expanded. I began to make verbatim notes of

remarks that struck me as dissonant with the evaluation

enterprise in the UHC.

My notes served as a "reality check" against possibly

anomalous remarks. For example, perhaps I had initially

stumbled in upon an anomalous Task Force meeting. Perhaps

subsequent sessions or further conversations with faculty would
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reflect a deeper appreciation of the evaluation literature and a

more student-oriented approach. Accordingly, I paid careful

attention, making notes when I could, to confirm (or not) my

initial impression. The initial impressions were confirmed

throughout the life of the study, as selected quotes, to follow

shortly, will indicate.

By no means were all my conversation partners hostile to

the evaluation literature or to listening to the voices of students.

Certain Task Force members remained well above any such

rhetoric, and some other faculty members pushed for movement

in the direction I would have preferred to go. One of these on

the Task Force was, not surprisingly, the undergraduate

representative, but he was not often able to be present. Another

was Pat, the one person who had gone into the Faculty Senate

office and read the evaluation material before I did. Pat, who

appeared to be conversant with the evaluation literature, spoke

very strongly in favor of important changes in the process at

OSU. Pat also strongly favored a firmly directive tone in the

report that the Task Force would produce, and favored listening

carefully to what the students said. I believed that Pat was a

kindred soul.

It is getting a little ahead of the story to put this item in

this place, but Pat resigned from the Task Force shortly after I

started attending. Pat's resignation message, distributed to all

the Task Force members, was as follows:
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Dear Task Force,
[The Chair] has probably not informed you, but

I officially resigned from the task force following our
last meeting. My decision was based on professional
reasons. I am not at all happy with the current
direction the committee activities are taking and I
can see little resulting other than a "position
statement" giving the perception that OSU cares
about the quality of instruction.

As a consequence of committee members'
overwhelming concern for university politics and the
potential work involved in validly assessing and
improving teaching, I am not confident that the final
product will have any impact whatsoever. I certainly
appreciate the importance of the voiced political
issues and concerns for workload. I also know what
it takes to truly impact instruction and there comes a
point when concerns about politics and workload
undermine the initial objectives of our task force. We
have reached this point. I wish the committee luck in
its attempts to improve instruction at OSU."
"Pat"

The resignation message saddened me but it also

confirmed that mine was not an idiosyncratic reaction to the

tone and direction of what I had been hearing from faculty

members.

And now to the particulars. What had I heard as I asked

around, and what was written by the Task Force and, in

response, by the Colleges and other academic units? Those are

the two layers to which I responded. The first was the

discussions that I had been having in the Task Force meetings

" I have an e-mail from "Pat" giving me permission to use this letter in
my dissertation, using the correct name if I wished. I have opted not to
use the real name, but am grateful that I may use the letter.
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and with other faculty. The second layer was the series of

printed documents that the Task Force produced and received.

The latter is easier to document (documents are easy to

document, after all), but does not reflect what went on in the

sessions. I will start with the harder of the two tasks, to

document what transpired when I spoke with faculty in and out

of the Task Force. I refer to my notes as I write this. I will not

identify the speakers in any way. However, I wrote these

statements as close to verbatim as I possibly could.

The first quote is from one person who said, "The crisis is

not of bad teaching at OSU," and who then gave an extended

opinion piece to the effect that OSU is "demonstrably committed"

to excellence in teaching. I tried to interrupt to ask how that was

demonstrated, but failed to do so. The speaker went on to

"advise that we continue to use the common evaluation form,

basically keep the present instrument as our primary evaluation

instrument."

The same point was made at a Task Force meeting, that the

present optical scan form, "should be used in every course," and

the "numerical averages should be reported to the colleges."

Additionally, departments could offer "an optional feedback

service." At this point, I wondered what was the task of the Task

Force, if our recommendation was to use the present form in the

present way, with optional feedback, which, said the speaker, is

available now in most departments. What would change?
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It was suggested that there should be a "Center for

Teaching to act as a resource for these issues, perhaps to

generate a further instrument to pinpoint strengths and

weaknesses." Additionally, "Departments may offer peer review,

but it is up to the individual faculty member to pursue a

remedy" if needed (my italics).

Pat countered by arguing against the universal use of the

present form, saying "Academic units' procedures should be

more customized because different subjects need different

teaching methods." Pat noted and explained the "difference

between summative versus formative evaluations," and argued

that if faculty are to observe their colleagues in an effort to

improve teaching, "the faculty who are to observe will need

training." Furthermore, "The University should support these

services." Then Pat challenged the first speaker, asking, "Do we

have evidence that we have wonderful teaching? There is no

evidence one way or another," suggesting that it would be a good

idea to seek out that evidence.

The conversation turned to physical facilities, with one

member indicating that teaching and learning are affected by

the physical setting, most obviously in the great variety of labs

on campus, from the "entomology farms" to the food labs. But

another member managed to silence that speaker (and "silence"

is used advisedly here, this speaker interrupting the first,

claiming the floor and speaking firmly), declaring that "Physical

setting is not part of teaching. It doesn't belong in evaluations,"
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thus settling the matter. I do not recall that it was brought up

again for the rest of the year.

Of course I was thinking about the discussions of physical

plant and University services in the SGID sessions, in which

students did say that these elements affect their learning, and

teachers who work with them (like the one who was silenced in

the meeting) agree. None the less, this aspect of teaching was

effectively tabled.

One faculty member questioned the length of the present

OSU optical scanner form. Recall, in this instance, the extensive,

long banks of evaluation questions from which some evaluation

services draw, as chronicled in. Chapter Two, the understanding

being that with respect to evaluation forms, one size does not fit

all (see Centra, 1993, for sample evaluation forms from several

institutions). But this speaker suggested that the OSU form was

too long. "About six questions ought to do it." Then, with a nod to

the open-ended questions that accompany the OSU optical

scanner, this speaker added that a department or individual

instructors could always add some similar open-ended questions

to the six dots on the page. Another speaker said, "I think we

should drop the open-ended questions." Of course, added

another speaker, these open-ended questions are presently seen

by the instructor only.

At this point there must have been a lull, because my

notes indicate that I responded, "Which they are free to ignore."

I had the floor! Wanting to make best use of my opportunity, I
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asked how the voice of the students might be heard beyond

making six (or 12, using the present form) dots on a page.

Hoping I sounded impassioned, I repeated, "How do you plan to

hear the students' voices?"

It was as if I had not spoken. Although mine was the only

voice at that moment, I truly do not know if anybody heard me.

Another person immediately spoke up with the opinion that for

purposes of promotion and tenure, "The portfolio is critical, even

more than student assessments," and the remainder of the

meeting was devoted to discussions of promotion and tenure.

At the first meeting I attended, the Task Force was divided

up into three subgroups. One was to produce a suggested

revision of the OSU optical scan form, the second was to produce

a suggested procedure for assembling a faculty portfolio, and the

third was to propose some sort of center for teaching

enhancement. It seemed to me that there was no hope for my

introducing any literature-based foundation into the retrofitting

of the evaluation form, so I preferred not to be affiliated with

that subgroup, even though I felt I was qualified to contribute to

it. The subgroup for the teaching and learning center filled up

before it was my turn to volunteer, so by default, I found myself

on the portfolio subgroup, headed by Pat, who was soon to

resign.

I do not know what transpired in the other subgroups, but

ours was most congenial. For the most part, I contributed



289

nothing but agreeable comments, because I had no experience in

portfolios.

Each subgroup submitted a draft proposal, and at the next

Task Force meeting, we discussed these. First, the evaluation

form group proposed a modification of the present form,

collapsing some of the items into more general phrasing, and

keeping the anonymous written comment sheet. It was

important to them that the evaluation forms consist of "two

pieces of paper," the optical scanner that was returned to the

department, and the anonymous comments sheet, which would

be seen only by the instructor.

The "center for teaching improvement" group submitted a

proposal that stressed that the function of the center should not

be perceived as punitive. They did not want it to sound like

participants in the center had been "sent to the principal's

office." The greatest discussion was over just what to call such a

center. Ten names were submitted, not including the one I

suggested, Center for the Advancement of Teaching and

Scholarship, or CATS. The working name became "The Center for

Enhanced Instruction and Research in Teaching and Learning," or

CEIRTL.--we just called it "the Center." Everyone agreed that our

Center would bear no resemblance to the "failed" operation of a

previous one, CAUT (Center for Advancement of University

Teaching) directed by a person with a scholarly background in

Education, a campus-wide program for teaching improvement
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that had been in operation at OSU for a couple of years a dozen

or so years ago. This interested me.

I had had nothing to do with that center, but I knew of its

existence, and I had met the faculty member who had directed

it. I had heard fine things about it from certain other faculty

members, both in and out of Education, but it was clear that the

Center subgroup was definitely not interested in re-establishing

anything that could be perceived as being akin to that center.

Members of that subgroup were deliberately circumspect when

they spoke of it, taking care not to mention it by name, nor to

mention the name of its director. As will be shown, this was a

prudent course, but it failed. The campus community at large

ultimately did identify the Task Force's proposed center with the

one that no longer existed, and there was great outcry. But that

gets ahead of the story. Of interest to me was that I was unable

to persuade the group to incorporate the teaching evaluation

enterprise into the operation of the proposed center, thinking as

I was of the great centers elsewhere that house impressive

research projects, extensive evaluation operations, and ongoing

teaching development programs such as the "IDEA" evaluation

system at Kansas State University (Cashin, 1995). I was thinking

big, but not even a small version of student teaching evaluation

operations made it into the Task Force's draft report of the

center.

Of most interest at this point is the reception given the

draft proposal from our portfolio group, of which Pat was the
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chair. The proposal set forth six guiding principles for the

development of the teaching portfolio, with nine "Specific

Portfolio Components." The rest of the Task Force roundly

criticized it with comments including the following, which I

transcribe here from my verbatim notes:

"This goes too far, it conflicts with the promotion and

tenure 'reasonable guidelines.' This [proposal] should be 'what,'

not 'how'."

"Weird stuff gets into formative material. The portfolio

should be like an art portfolio, with only the best included."

"Promotion and tenure procedures are already in place.

This conflicts. It is too prescriptive."

"One of the aggravations about doing all this is the

extremely anecdotal information that is often applicable only to

the person who feels aggravated. People are not doing peer

review shabbily or sloppily. It is simply not the case that there

is a crisis or sloppy procedures regarding peer review. There is

no problem now; it is just not the case. Most units are doing

responsible peer review. The idea that things are bad is not

true."

"Post tenure reviews are just not being done."

"They do them in my department."

"Administrators don't want so much bulk [as is called for

in the proposal]."

"I question the necessity of such frequent classroom

observations by peers. It can't be done."
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"They do them in my department" (this from Pat).

"You in [that department] are more gung-ho about this."

"I have 30 faculty. We would be doing nothing but

observations. I was expecting a list of what should be in the

portfolio. This is too specific and prescriptive because it conflicts

with existing policies regarding peer review."

"What about student observers?"

"I consider it very strange to consider students as peer

reviewers."

"Are you saying students could not be trained?"

"With 30 faculty I'd need 60 peer reviewers next week."

"It could be done." (Pat again.)

"We teach 300 classes! It can't be done!"

As I took notes concerning the "fact" that extensive peer

review can't be done in a department with 30 faculty members,

I kept thinking about the extensive peer reviews reported in the

literature, and so I set my pencil aside and made enough of a

commotion that I finally got the floor. I pointed out that there is

a vast and scholarly literature that deals with the issues under

discussion, and that experience elsewhere shows that it

(departmental commitment to teaching improvement including

extensive peer reviews) is indeed done elsewhere. I observed

further that the literature shows that peer reviews in the

classroom tend to be so similar to the student evaluations of the

teacher that some observers suggest that peer review be limited

to non-classroom elements, such as syllabi or graded papers.
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This is especially true, I said, because peer review in the

classroom is highly time consuming, given the fairly meager

additional information it yields. I emphasized that these findings

are not anecdotal, but are solidly situated in the literature. It

was not a productive remark, no matter the venue in which I

offered it.

"What literature?" scoffed some of the faculty members to

whom I mentioned the literature. "A real discipline, or Ed

psych?" I had many a discussion concerning the need to

circumvent participation by so-called specialists in Education. I

heard things like, "The portfolio approach assures that content

specialists are also involved, not just education."

"There must be someone with competence in the subject

matter area [to evaluate the teaching], not like the previous

Education person we had before." This last remark referred to

the director of the now-defunct center for teaching.

"We can require someone to go to peer review training, but

we can't require them to do peer review according to

'Educational Theory'." Alas, my notes do not allow me to interject

the tone of voice in which the words "educational theory" were

spoken, but I will stand firmly and report that it did not imply

much respect for educational theory.

When the Chair asked if anyone from the portfolio

subcommittee had any remarks, Pat spoke up: "The

subcommittee wanted this to be as prescriptive as it is. This is

because much that goes on [in present peer review] is not based
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on empirical research. There is much anecdotal evidence [that

shows that] that the [present] guidelines are too general."

In the end, the Task Force asked the subcommittee to

abandon its specific provisions in its next draft. The next day, we

all received Pat's resignation.

The subgroups took their draft reports and incorporated

the changes made by the Task Force, after which the Task Force

reconvened to examine the revisions. But upon what did the

members base their deliberations? It had struck me in ongoing

conversations with faculty at large, and I was struck again by

the ignorance of the literature that was displayed by the

participants. They displayed not only ignorance, but also clearly

expressed unwillingness to become even peripherally familiar

with the overall conclusions of the literature, refusal to take the

literature seriously, and an attitude of disdain. I even

distributed copies of Hativa (1995) to some individuals, and the

only response I received was from one person who laughed,

"Faculty members do not have time to read research reports!"

Remember, this was Just at the time I was preparing my

literature review, and, predictably, I made considerable effort to

introduce certain elements within the literature. Without

exception, I was ignored, interrupted, or contradicted via

argument by fiat ("Thank you for that, but we all know that if

you want good evaluations, all you have to do is lower your

standards"). I took further notes as a "reality check" (was I over

reacting?). By no means could I record all the verbal slings and
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arrows directed towards the evaluation literature, but I did

write down the following remarks, from in and out of the Task

Force:

"'Education' has a particular read on what it does. It will

work against the proposed Center if it is perceived as Education

people."

"It will backfire if the activity is perceived as being a

venue for Education concepts and theories."

"It should be based on research, but whose research? Ed

psych or a discipline?"

"The director must be someone with competence in a

subject matter area, not another [Education faculty memberj."

"As a previous failed attempt demonstrates, it can succeed

only if it is directed by an experienced member of the faculty

recognized for excellence in a traditional academic discipline

(other than Education)."

"The portfolio approach assures that content specialists are

also involved, not just Education."

All of the foregoing could be dismissed as predictable

banter and squabbling among members of a campus community

who are anticipating a potentially controversial document. It

was not the contentiousness within the discourse that was of

great concern to me, but the content of the discourse itself. That

student voices should be heard was simply not an issue, and I

will also assert that I was consistently unable to introduce into

the discussion the need for students to be heard. On one
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occasion, when I had been verbally more aggressive than usual

in trying to include student voice as a salient issue, the issue was

summarily dismissed by the declaration, and this is verbatim, "If

you want to know if students have learned anything, the last

people you ask are the students."

What about the student members of the Task Force? The

ASOSU President was not at any of the meetings I attended. The

other undergraduate representative was mostly silent, and

stopped attending shortly after the start of fall term.

As we readied our report, I was seriously considering

resigning from the Task Force. I was uncomfortable about

having my name attached to a document that was so cut adrift

from the scholarly base of the literature, so at odds with

everything that represented the state of the art vis a vis

instructor evaluation. I would be embarrassed to have my

committee think that the report from the Task Force was an

indication of my grasp of this discipline. But I decided that I had

more to learn by staying than by leaving, and besides, if I left,

who would be the thorn?

The Task Force's draft recommendations were sent to each

of the colleges of the University, where focus groups were

convened to discuss what we had sent. They, in turn, were to

respond with comments and suggestions, which they did. As

each. college submitted its response, a copy was e-mailed to each

Task Force member.
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Reactions of the Colleges to the Task Force Proposal

How did the colleges react to our proposal? The members

of the Task Force received e-mails forwarded from fourteen

colleges and other academic units such as the Council of Deans.

These are included as Appendix Six. What was the tone of those

responses? As the Chair of the Task Force put it, "We have

awakened a sleeping cow, and she's bucking." Although they

were courteous and expressed appreciation for the efforts of the

Task Force, the colleges said in effect, "Thanks, but no thanks."

Some of the messages, I was gratified to see, did express concern

that there was insufficient attention to learning, others that

there would be too much bureaucracy and centralization, others

that the costs were unjustifiable, and others that the promotion

and tenure process would be unnecessarily complicated. Some

responses indicated that their own units already had in place an

assessment process that was superior to what the Task Force

had recommended. Some hinted that the Task Force seemed

ignorant of what was in the literature and of what was in place

in similar institutions. Several recalled the previous CAUT

(Center for the Advancement of University Teaching) effort as

evidence that such a program is unworkable at OSU. What

follows are some excerpts from the reactions submitted by the

College focus groups. These are extensive, in an effort to portray

the overall impact of the responses of the academic units. In

excerpting these quotes, I eliminated any reference to the unit

from which they came. The idea is not to showcase any
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particular college or department, but to present the lines of

thought that were most consistently present.

First, some of the units indicated that they already had

evaluation processes in place, or are developing some innovative

approach. Their responses included the following:

. . . (This academic unit) is developing an on-
line, Web-based student teaching assessment survey
which would cut down on staff overhead and class
time to administer. [Question that previews ring five
of the conditional matrix: have they consulted the
Legal Advisor about this?]

that is a movement we would not support
because we feel that our methods of assessment are
equal or superior to the proposed format.

All courses in [our division] are evaluated
now every time they are taught. There is general
support for this concept.

The faculty's reactions were negative, in part
related to the mandated "one size fits all" approach
to the report, when their college already has in place
a good college-level process.

We already require that all of our classes be
evaluated every term. Why create this
administrative structure to do what we already do?

Some of the colleges expressed concern that the Task Force

recommendations would become excessively time consuming, or

would add to what they perceived as an already top-heavy

bureaucratic structure:

(The portfolio) could easily become a "sub-
vita" for everyone to complete, and could become an
excessive time commitment.

(The presence of the Center) may be helpful
in improving instructional techniques, but we do not
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need a "big brother" watching over us apart from our
unit administrators.

(We are) wondering whether we need to
create all this bureaucracy to achieve these
objectives.

. . the portfolio . .(may) assume a life of its
own, in some units, and eat up the life of the faculty
member especially for untenured faculty.

. . we are concerned that it not become like
so many other efforts on campus which become
fiefdoms more focused on preserving their existence
than in providing a necessary (and measurable
accountable) service.

Concern was expressed regarding the
bureaucratic infrastructure . . . recommended by the
Task Force.

The recommendation to establish a center. . .

is flawed. Another layer of administration is not
what this university needs.

We [in our college] already do much of the
periodic systematic assessment and evaluation of
teaching. Why add to the bureaucracy by requiring a
portfolio?

Why does it necessarily follow that
centralization is more efficient? . . . it should not
negate or hinder the other efforts that might be
occurring elsewhere in the university.

Some comments expressed a fear that the faculty would be

on the defensive:

I just don't think this report is the way to
accomplish that without putting the faculty on the
defensive again.

If a portfolio does improve teaching, then it
should be considered. . . . it seemed to place another
heavy burden on the faculty member to "defend"
themselves.

.



300

There was mention of the forms themselves, both the one

suggested by the Task Force and those already in use:

Some members had trouble with this or that
item on the bubble form; but since it is being used
for student satisfaction, perhaps it's harmless
enough. [This remark sounds to me like a patronizing
dismissal of students' satisfaction with their learning
experience.]

The open-ended questions need to be worded
so they elicit more than just negative comments. . .

.The form used by the Honors College might be used
as a model. [I would like to know who said that.]

We basically support the shorter bubble
form.

Why is the proposed 5-question form
superior to the present form? Why are the questions
so teacher-centered?

Some of the responses questioned whether the Task Force

was really aware of the salient issues as presented in the

literature:

The degree to which the recommendations
reflect current literature on effective teaching was
questioned.

There is little in this document that reflects
the 21st Century for higher education.

Some of the responses expressed concern that teaching and

learning should be the central focus of any evaluation enterprise

at OSU:

(Perhaps we should) re-instate a course in
"College and University Teaching" that all graduate
teaching assistants could take.

we hope that the committee will relate to
the concept of "learning centered" education rather
than only "teacher centered."
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If one of the goals (of the Task Force's
recommendations) is to change the culture of the
university toward recognizing and valuing teaching
more, it probably won't happen.

No direct reference is made in the mission
and goals as to "learning" or "related research."
Indeed, although the word "learning" appears before
teaching in the label, it is not included in the mission
and goals listed below.

Teaching is equally important to scholarship
in the Promotion and Tenure process.

The document is "teacher-centered" not
"student-centered." The assessment should be about
"how much have you learned." Learning, not
teaching, is the end goal.

There was concern that it was more
important to "teach safely" in order to obtain good
numbers. [Familiarity with the literature would help
answer objections like this.]

What definition was the task force using for
"excellent teaching?"

What is the relationship between
assessments of excellence in teaching and student
learning outcomes? Are there any assessments that
take into consideration what students learn?

Remarks about promotion and tenure were common in the

responses, especially when paired with the proposed portfolio:

(Faculty need to know that they have a
responsibility to improve their teaching . . . or the
faculty member will not be granted tenure.

(Portfolios) are the in-things at the moment.
The faculty have to be careful that they don't

become part of the P&T dossier . . . . There are
questions about how useful (student evaluations) are
at improving teaching. See the recent article in the
Chronicle of Higher Education. [This refers to an
article about the deception studies as championed by
Greenwald and Gilmore.]
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(We) fear that the portfolios will eventually
end up as part of the P&T process.

the culture associated with P&T is
discipline-based. There will be resentment among
faculty to do a lot of work in developing portfolios
when . . . such work does not mean much toward
P&T.

Chairs frequently do not know how to
improve a particular faculty member's teaching --
especially prior to the time when the faculty
becomes eligible for promotion and/or tenure.

Clearly, such a portfolio should be designed
so as to interface with the guidelines for P and T.

For P&T we recommend that they be
tenured faculty at or above the level the faculty
member is being considered for promotion.

How will the results of the teaching portfolio
enter into the P&T process?

The mechanisms needed to make it all work
are viewed as being incredibly cumbersome and
complex . . . .How will this feed into the current
promotion and tenure guidelines?

There is tremendous resistance to the
concept of the portfolio . . . . (It) should be left as
optional to the college and/or departments . . . . We
have reservations on the use of the portfolio at the
college or university level for P&T.

Some of the comments on the Task Force proposal were

directed at the program that had operated previously at OSU

under the aegis of the professor with a background in Education:

. . . we suggest that we need very specific
examples of how teaching and learning will be
enhanced at OSU other than the occasional guest
speaker from Ohio or the CAUT program of some
years ago . . . . The ineffectiveness of such previous
programs has left a lot of skepticism among faculty.

A center is not a bad idea in theory. These
have been used at other universities and seem to
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have provided significant benefit . . . . I also
remember an office for teaching excellence [the
CAUT, probably] and it seems unlikely you can
simply set up a new center and expect everyone to
flock to it.

I . . . remember a similar operation which,
overall, was not too well received. . . . I would like to
see examples from other comparable universities.

Ineffective faculty will not go to such a
Center.

The mission of improving teaching at OSU is
an important one, and a Center for Teaching could
aid in that mission. . . . it is useful . . . to clarify the
role of teaching assessment in P&T decisions.

The older faculty who remember a similar
operation . . . that was at OSU several years ago have
serious doubts about this recommendation. Some
committee members would like to see examples of
centers that have operated successfully (define
successfully?) on other campuses.

There is general skepticism about the need
for a Center.

OSU used to have something like the
proposed Center
. . . . How is this different from that earlier program?
Why didn't that program work and why will this
program work?

And there were responses representing other concerns,

both pedagogical, political, and personal:

(There will be difficulties) with team taught
courses
. . . . we have many experiential courses that don't fit
the model.

[We are] concerned that the Task Force's
recommendations will further eat into already tough
time demands.

Evaluation of every teacher every quarter in
every class is unrealistic and not productive.
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I agree with the Center in theory, but have
concerns if it can accomplish what is intended.

In short, our meetings surfaced considerable
doubt (about the draft proposal).

In short: one size does not fit all.
Many units . . . are looking for better ways of

"refereeing" teaching as a way of validating their
work. This is particularly true for the faculty
teaching distance of web based courses.

Teaching assessment can't be uniform across
the institution - - it can't be " one size fits all."

The tone of the entire proposal . . . is "distrust
and fear." Faculty are distrusted so procedures are
needed to prevent faculty cheating. Fear is then used
to force faculty to improve their teaching. Distrust
and fear work until they are no longer threats.

We question the wisdom of the Center having
a focus on instructional research when this could and
should be done in the School of Education.

Having read the responses from the focus groups of the

colleges and other units, the Task Force met again to decide how

to proceed. I have before me the notes I took at that meeting.

The Task Force acknowledged that our report had not been well

received. One consistent objection to our report as the members

saw it was that the respondents seemed to feel that we were

nagging at them. The colleges seemed to be on the defensive, as

one member put it, saying to the Task Force, "We're already

doing that." The colleges seemed overwhelmingly unwilling to

submit to any sort of directives from any sort of Center, and did

not like the idea of everybody having to use the same evaluation

form. In this, at least, the colleges were in tune with the

literature: one form (or method) does not fit all.
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The suggested Center, particularly, was, as one member

put it, "bashed" by the respondents. Some of the Task Force saw

this as a gauntlet flung, and declared that the colleges "need to

be taught its importance." They observed, correctly, that Centers

for Teaching and Learning were operating at universities far

larger and more prestigious than OSU, and that by not having

such a center, OSU is decidedly behind the times. I agreed with

all of that, but because the Task Force had explicitly, if not

officially, decided to ignore the entire mountain of literature

concerning such centers, I feared that by designing our own

center, we would be reinventing the wheel, and possibly in some

shape other than round.

The poor Task Force had had a task, but no force. There we

sat with a flawed proposal representing months of work and a

unanimous thumbs-down assessment from all the colleges of the

University. I will confess to a secret satisfaction that the colleges

had rejected virtually the entire opus, but I was not always in

agreement with their reasons for doing so. I was troubled by the

extent to which their objections had the ring of a "turf war,"

saying in effect "Nobody tells us how to run our business." In

fact, my notes record that someone on the Task Force was

similarly troubled:

"If all colleges develop their own peer and student

assessment systems, it looks like a collection of boxes rather

than a university. How do we coordinate and communicate
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among the Colleges?" The italics are an attempt to reproduce the

vocal stress on "uni."

The Task 'Force's Final Report

Bloodied but unbowed, the Task Force was unwilling to

"start from scratch" for the final report. What we did was to

retrofit the proposal to eliminate anything that sounded

prescriptive, and to allow the colleges a free rein in doing what

they thought appropriate. The final report was submitted to the

Faculty Senate on September 22, 1998.

The first page of the final report to the Faculty Senate is a

short letter, the second sentence of which took my breath away.

"This report and our recommendations," it says, "are based on a

thorough review of the literature on the assessment of teaching,

[and] a study of similar assessment systems in place at

comparable institutions. . . ." I am looking at my copy, with my

pencilled remark "DOY!! !,,12 in the left margin, and "ARGH! ! !" in

the right. Although in full sympathy with the Task Force's desire

to legitimate its recommendations by saying they are grounded

in a "thorough review of the literature," when it comes to

claiming that the findings are in fact so grounded, I demur.

(There was a reference list attached to the report, but who read

anything from it?)

12. "Doy!" was an expression used by adolescents in the 1980's, and was
shorthand for "have you ever heard of anything so dazzlingly dumb?"
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The final report is 19 pages long, and contains six

recommendations: four in response to the three charges given

the Task Force, and two additional recommendations. These will

be discussed in some detail.

The first charge. The first charge was for the Task Force to

"evaluate and critique the efficacy of the university-wide

Student Assessment of Teaching instrument and, if appropriate,

propose a revision or replacement of this form." The final report

has two recommendations stemming from this charge. The first

is that "Student assessment of teaching should be conducted in

each class every term" (p. 6). Here is the only mention of the

voice of the students. "Recommendation one," says the report,

"guarantees that students in every class have the opportunity to

have their voices heard" (p. 6). The next paragraph, although it

contains the phrase "enhancement of teaching," reverts to the

theme of "effectiveness of teaching for the P&T process" (p. 6).

In response to the second part of the first charge,

recommendation two, is that "for evaluative processes (P&T and

other personnel matters. . .), each college should design a

minimum set of survey questions. . . ." (p. 7). The

recommendation rests basically on concerns for promotion and

tenure, and redirects the charge given to the Task Force (to

propose a revision or replacement of the present OSU form) to

the Colleges.

In the six pages of discussion pertaining to the first charge,

there is no mention of any evaluation process other than the
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form. The text mentions survey questions and custom-tailored

forms, both "bubble-in" questions to be seen by the

departments, or open-ended questions to be seen only by the

instructor, but there is no acknowledgement that in some cases,

a process other than a written form might be useful.

The second charge. The second charge to the Task Force

was to "assess the effectiveness of the peer assessment of

teaching procedures and, if appropriate, propose assessment

procedure(s) that may be utilized to achieve a valid evaluation

of faculty teaching effectiveness by peers" (p. 7). One

recommendation addressed that charge, and what it does is

simply to direct the charge back to the colleges: "Each college

should design a minimum set of peer review guidelines to be

used for evaluative purposes" (p. 8).

The third charge. The third charge is that the Task Force

"Recommend processes for both student assessment of teaching

and peer assessment of teaching that consider recommendation

for working with faculty to enhance their teaching" (p. 8). And

what processes does the Task Force recommend?

Recommendation four is that "each college should develop a

process for the assessment and evaluation of teaching . . . [that

supports] both P&T and the enhancement of teaching" (p. 9).

In other words, the Task Force's final report answers each

of the three charges by turning the task over to the various

colleges, saying in effect, "You figure it out, do what you want."
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The Task Force, however, was apparently not satisfied

essentially to abandon its charges to the colleges, so it added two

more recommendations to the final report. The rationale for

recommendation five hearkens back to the concern expressed in

a Task Force meeting, cautioning that "Recommendations two,

three, and four signal a diversity of approaches and procedures

that could portray OSU as a collection of individual colleges with

little in common. Some colleges may decide to offer extensive

support for the enhancement of teaching, while others may not

have the resources. . ." (p. 9). It is possible that it was precisely

this state of affairs that generated the need for the Task Force in

the first place, and again, having given up on taking the task

unto itself, the Task Force's fifth recommendation is that "The

Provost should establish a . . . Coordinator of Teaching and

Learning [to] assist the various colleges and committees in

focusing on questions surrounding the appropriate

organizational support for faculty in on-going professional

development for the enhancement of teaching and learning" (p.

10). Lest this sound suspiciously like the previously mentioned

now-defunct ill-favored center that was directed by the person

with an Education background, the final report reassures the

Faculty Senate that "Recommendation five does not call for the

re-establishment of the previous CAUT teaching program, nor

does it call for the establishment of a teaching/learning center"

(p. 10). What it does is to charge the coordinator with a variety

of activities such as "identify, coordinate, and market existing
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instructional activities," "work with the Advancement of

Teaching Committee," "identify workshops, seminars, forums,

etc.," "identify workshops in support of the enhancement of

teaching and learning for graduate teaching assistants,"

"coordinate and maintain contact with [four related groups]," and

"be available to assist colleges with information and support" (p.

9). A person familiar with the abstraction ladder beloved of the

general semanticists will note that all of the above are very high

on the abstraction ladder, a safe place to be when identifying

specifics can get your recommendations rejected.

Finally, the Task Force moved well into the upper reaches

of the abstraction ladder and set forth recommendation six: "The

Advancement of Teaching Committee of the Faculty Senate will

develop a series of forums that should actively engage all OSU

faculty in a discussion of the question 'What is effective

teaching?"' (p.10), thereby ending any perceived threat that

something might actually be done to change the present student

assessment of teaching practices.

What was it that Pat said in the resignation letter? "I can

see little resulting other than a 'position statement' giving the

perception that OSU cares about the quality of instruction."

The day that the final report was presented to the Faculty

Senate, it happened that the assembly's attention was directed

toward a much larger and controversial affair, namely, the

resignation of its previous President Elect, and a tabled vote of

censure. The furor surrounding that issue was apparently
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sufficient to eclipse the report of the Task Force on Assessment

of Teaching, and the report was accepted without much ado.

Conclusion of the Task Force Discussion

This has been a lengthy presentation of my experience on

the Task Force. That experience served to shed some light on

what might be the attitude of the colleges and departments with

respect to student evaluation of teaching, both from what the

Task Force members said, and from the commentaries of the

focus groups from the colleges. Had I attempted a survey of all

the colleges, I would have considered myself fortunate to obtain

a small fraction of the material that came my way during the

Task Force's operations. What might I conclude from those

months? How might that participant observation and those

documents inform the contents of the fourth ring of this

conditional matrix?

First, that in spite of heartening expressions of concern

about learning; the departments and colleges view the purpose

of student assessment of teaching as overwhelmingly to provide

evidence for promotion and tenure. Even when phrases like

"enhancement of teaching" are used, they are situated within

promotion and tenure concerns. The purpose of enhancement of

teaching, in this view, is to enhance one's chances for promotion

and tenure. I have been told by faculty members currently

undergoing promotion and tenure review that I must not

minimize the traumatic nature of that. process, and that no
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faculty members should ever be chastised as paying excessive

attention to surviving the promotion and tenure process. It is, I

am told, dehumanizing, degrading, and grueling.

What a terrible thing to be told. If these people are right,

they cannot be blamed for giving their dossiers top priority.

Their professional survival depends upon it. What a terrible

thing to happen to the focus of teaching, as well. Enhanced

teaching might be good for the students, but the ultimate

purpose is not to serve the needs of the students. Rather, serving

the needs of the students is a secondary goal that is subordinate

to the primary goal, which is to emerge intact from a promotion

and tenure review.

So the first finding that goes into this fourth ring of the

conditional matrix is that, as far as most of the voices coming

from the departments are concerned, the purpose of student

assessment of teaching is ultimately to serve the promotion and

tenure needs of the faculty.

The second finding is a corollary of the first. If the primary

purpose of student of assessment of teaching is the professional

survival of the faculty, it follows that the primary purpose is not

formative use of the assessments to enhance student learning.

The departments and colleges have not indicated that to hear

the voices of the students is of paramount importance, or that

students have something to say on behalf of their own learning

(recall the word "harmless" from one unit). To emphasize

"enhancement of teaching" is to speak primarily of the teacher,
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and would be a summative evaluation, if promotion and tenure

were primary considerations. To emphasize "enhancement of

learning" based upon what students have to say is to speak

primarily of the students, and would be a formative evaluation,

if improvement in learning were the primary consideration.

Scriven (1983) notes that evaluation roles are often in conflict,

and that there is a "radical difference between formative and

summative evaluation" (p. 244), by which he meant course

improvement as opposed to personnel decisions. For Cronbach

(1963), the purpose of evaluation is course improvement.

Perhaps a difficulty here is that when one process serves as both

formative and summative, confusion may result. Still, teaching

and learning are of course inseparable, part of the same one

enterprise, but they are not the identical activity. To speak of

them as separate and to focus on one rather than the other could

be just a figure-ground image in which teaching and learning

alternate as the focal points, but it could also be to devalue one

element. It is my suspicion that this ring of the conditional

matrix contains a devaluing of hearing the voice of the students,

and correspondingly a devaluing of learning, in spite of

rhetorical bones thrown to the dogs that beg for honoring

student voice and learning ("It says 'center for enhancement of

teaching and learning!' 'Learning' is right there!").

The third finding is that the departments and colleges of

OSU are not only ignorant of the decades of work done

concerning evaluation, they deliberately discount it because it is
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not done in a so-called real discipline. Having thus dismissed the

entire corpus, it remains unconsulted and unread. The

departments and colleges apparently adhere to varying degrees

to the prescribed OSU optical scanner forms and accompanying

comments sheets. I was surprised that several of the units said

they had developed their own assessment approaches. I had

assumed, in my ignorance, that the optical scanner form was

used throughout OSU.

Related to the departments' variety of evaluation practices

is their variety of teaching enhancement practices. These range

from no mention at all to more ambitious programs of training of

graduate teaching assistants or peer review of classroom

practice. Whether describing the teaching assessment practices

or the teaching enhancement practices, the departments and

colleges do not indicate that they are aware of the contents of

the literature, not even to say that they know what the

literature says but that they respectfully disagree. For all

practical purposes, there might as well not have been a single

study related to student assessment of teaching.

So the third finding is that, allowing for one or two

exceptions (obviously, the School of Education is one), the

departments and colleges may be doing effective things,

ineffective things or nothing, but that whatever they are doing

or not doing, I could not see that their activities were knowingly

related to evaluation theory or literature.
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The fourth finding for this fourth ring of the conditional

matrix addresses the unwillingness of the various academic

units to learn from one another or to participate in University-

wide reconstruction of the entire teaching assessment

enterprise. This unwillingness to communicate and cooperate,

this suspicion of information or suggestions, much less advice or

directives, coming from outside the department or college, was

noted in the Task Force meetings with the term "turf war."

Unless something changes, the stubborn resistance to participate

in an all-University teaching assessment and learning

enhancement process will make it impossible for any real

inquiry into the need for improvement in these endeavors to

occur at Oregon State University. Certainly I would not envy the

person who is appointed as the coordinator of these efforts, as

described in the Task Force's sixth recommendation. Even the

Task Force members shook their heads and laughed ruefully,

wondering who would want such a job.

So the fourth finding is that overall, the departments and

colleges have not expressed much interest in a collaborative

effort to upgrade assessment of teaching and related practices,

nor, parallel to that, any interest in facilitating the clearer

hearing of the voices of the learners in the teaching-learning

transaction.

The first three rings of the conditional matrix contained

material that was largely positive and encouraging. The fourth

ring contains material that is largely negative and discouraging,
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but with some encouraging bright spots, such as the remarks

about the need to focus on student learning, and to consult with

effective programs at comparable universities.

Ring Five: The University and Its Position vis a vis
Evaluation of Teaching

Do things improve in the fifth ring, the policies of the

University at large vis a vis student assessment of teaching?

The answer is "not much." The UHC became involved in the

affairs of the fifth ring as a direct result of my participation in

Faculty Senate Task Force on Assessment of Teaching, the fourth

ring. The Task Force was discussing what could and what could

not go into a promotion and tenure folder, and one of the

members, a department chair, spoke about the uselessness of

the SGID results with respect to the promotion and tenure

process of a faculty member in his department. "It was an

unsigned document," he said, "and unsigned documents are not

permitted in P&T dossiers." Further discussion of the SGID itself

was not germane to the meeting, so I spoke further with this

individual afterward. He said that one of his instructors had

taught a class for the UHC and wanted to put the SGID results

into the promotion and tenure folder. Indeed, I knew about

whom he was speaking, and this instructor had received a

glowing and intelligent SGID evaluation, just the sort of thing

that one would want to put into a promotion and tenure folder

(it was the teacher about whom students had said "Good job,
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Comrade!"). The chair refused, saying that University regulations

did not allow anonymous letters. The only anonymous

evaluations that were allowed were tabulated data, he said, and

only numbers could be tabulated. I objected strenuously,

pointing out that text is commonly "tabulated," and that the SLID

procedure mitigates against the inclusion of any "anonymous"

material in the sense of text that is secretly composed, the

writers unknown. In the case of SLID, I argued, the producers of

the data are the members of the class as a whole, and the

teacher, having the class list, knows exactly who they are. So, for

that matter, does the department. But this chair would not

budge, having declared the entire UHC evaluation system

irrelevant to the promotion and tenure efforts of the UHC

faculty.

I took this matter to Dean Hendricks of the UHC. He

scheduled a meeting with the Legal Advisor of Oregon State

University to clarify the UHC's position and to get a ruling as to

the appropriateness of SGID both to teaching evaluation in the

UHC and to the promotion and tenure process. The Legal Advisor

notified the UHC of her ruling, with a three and one half page

letter that included the following:

There are two criteria that the classroom survey
must meet
. . . . First, the survey must be capable of being
tabulated. . . . Secondly, the evaluations must, in fact,
be anonymous. Both the written and the oral
processes currently in use [in the UHC] fail to meet
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the requirement of being in a form that can be
tabulated. The oral process, in addition, fails to grant
the anonymity the statute requires. . . .

. . . These provisions clearly contemplate an
evaluation system which is numerical in nature. . . .

Neither the oral nor the written process evaluation
results in information that is in tabular form.

In addition, even if the information were
capable of being transmitted in tabular form, the oral
process does not provide for anonymity as [the
statute] requires. Although the instructor may not be
given the identity of the students directly, the
comments each of them make are shared in an open
setting with each other. There is no way in such
circumstances to guarantee that particular remarks
of a student will not be passed on to a faculty
member.

It appeared that what we had been doing for three years

in the Honors College was outside the boundaries as interpreted

by the Legal Advisor, and it behooved us to do something about

it.

In an analysis of the Legal Advisor's arguments and in

consideration of the options open to the UHC, I submitted an

argument to the Dean. I took the position that the SLID process

as it stood was within the boundaries set by the Oregon State

University regulations, but I also set forth some possible

modifications. My analysis was 15 pages long. The executive

summary of that analysis reads as follows:

Reflections and Responses to [The Legal Advisor's]
2-25-98 letter
re: SGID
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Reflections and Responses to [The Legal Advisor's]
2-25-98 letter
re: SGID
to: Joe Hendricks
From: Judy Ringle
March 13, 1998

Executive Summary

(1) The SGID process serves a much broader
purpose than for personnel decisions, but those are
not addressed in [the Legal Advisor's] letter.

(2) The OSU community as a whole does not
abide by key directives in the statutes and rules for
student evaluation of teaching, which suggests that
those regulations are not rooted in the rationale for
established, respected practice. (Or that the entire
OSU evaluation system is illegal.)

The law directs academic units to return the
original scantrons to the faculty, but by no means do
all units do this [I readily confess that I was grimly
satisfied to learn that the department whose chair
refused to include the SGID results, violated this
regulation].

-The presently used scantrons request
demographic data that could identify the student, in
violation of the statute.

-The present system also fails to warn
students that their anonymity cannot be guaranteed
on their unsigned written comments (in fact, the
directions used in some, and maybe all, units, assures
the students that their written remarks are
confidential).

The present OSU system fails to warn
students that the instructor will have access to
signed letters sent to the Department Chair.

The SGID is tame by comparison.
(3) With respect to whether the SGID data are

tabulated, the answer is clearly that they are, and
that the regulations involving tabulated data should
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be applied to them. Tabulated evaluation data are
normally presumed to be anonymous, that is,
unsigned.

(4) The SGID process is anonymous and
confidential, but the anonymity and confidentiality
cannot be guaranteed. Accordingly, students need to
be cautioned that their words could be reported to
the teacher. This warning can be included in the
introductory remarks.

(5) Students can sign a paper indicating that
the evaluation represents a consensus. Because the
anonymity requirement could be compromised if the
signatures were forwarded to the instructor, it would
be prudent if the UHC kept that paper.

(6) If (ill-) conceived of as "comments" rather
than tabulated data the SGID evaluation should be
accompanied by the signatures of the students,
agreeing that the results are a consensus.

The Dean and I modified the process so that what the

instructor received was not a page of tabulated text listing what

worked, what did not work, and suggestions, but a letter listing

what worked, what did not work, and suggestions. The letter

was to be accompanied by a signature sheet signed by all those

who participated. We advised the Legal Advisor of the changes

we had proposed, as the following excerpt from the Dean's June

1, 1998 letter shows:

1. The SGID facilitator will continue to advise
students that participation is voluntary but that their
signatures will appear on an accompanying signature
sheet.

2. The SGID facilitator will advise students that
their anonymity cannot be guaranteed in the context
of a small group discussion.
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3. The consensus evaluation will be signed by
the class members on an accompanying signature
sheet to verify that it does indeed represent a
consensus; that all signators were present for
discussion, and were given an opportunity to speak if
they so chose.

In addition, to be consistent with statements
appearing on p.37 and p.47 of the OSU Faculty
Handbook, the results of the evaluation will be
submitted in the form of a signed group letter.

"Students may also be solicited by department
chairs or heads or deans for signed letters assessing
the faculty member's performance," (p.37) and ". .

evaluations from students and clients are required.
Solicitation of student and program participant
comments and use of survey evaluation instruments
are essential components of faculty review"
(p. 47).

The Legal Advisor approved the changes, and the UHC

implemented them at the start of fall term, 1998. It was

fortuitous that the change was made immediately following the

closure of my data collection. Had I been obliged to change the

procedures in mid-collection, this study would have taken a

different direction. More will be said shortly about what

transpired in the SGID sessions that started in fall 1998.

What, then, does this difficulty and its resolution suggest

about the official stance of OSU with respect to student

assessment of teaching? I note that among the remarks I

pencilled into the margins of the Legal Advisor's letter were the

words "fear and distrust." (see Home Economics' response to the

Task Force) It struck me then, and it does now as I reread these

documents, that the official University policy is based on an
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adversarial stance, as if the students and the faculty had good

reason to be suspicious of one another, and that the University is

suspicious of both. It is as if the University feared that faculty

might fill their personnel files with highly flattering bogus

anonymous letters, or they might stuff the personnel files of

other faculty members, against whom they are competing for

the few available promotion and tenure slots. Students might

poison the files of the faculty they don't like (read: faculty who

adhere to high academic standards, who do not inflate student

grades) with the academic equivalent of hate mail, hatching

devious plots to "get even" with the "tough" teachers. Or students

might band together to inflate the files of a popular (some would

read "easy") teacher with letters of undeserved praise, although

why the students would submit such letters anonymously is a

puzzlement. Efforts to "protect" the faculty or the departments

assume that there is someone against whom these must be

protected, and a census of the participants limits the choices. The

faculty, departments, and students must be protected from each

other. Although there- is increasing emphasis on faculty

interaction with the world outside the University, when it comes

to protecting people with respect to student assessment of

teaching, who else is there?

I am not so naive as to think that students and faculty are

above such shenanigans as falsifying information in personnel

files. Although I am not personally aware of any such instances,

I am quite willing to accept that they have happened. A prudent
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assessment system would provide safeguards to minimize these

unfortunate abuses, and a promotion and tenure committee

should ideally know the candidate well enough to be able to

identify which, if any, elements in the file are suspect. If

someone has spent five years as the acknowledged

uncooperative departmental grouch, spreading unpleasantness

and gossip, the personnel committee might want to investigate a

raft of letters testifying to this person's agreeableness and

wisdom. The reverse is also obvious. If the bright new

instructor, beloved in the classroom and always surrounded by a

troop of animated students and colleagues, receives vile and

accusing assessment letters, that, too, would be cause for further

investigation. Such dissonant evaluations would be perceived as

lacking face validity, although such terminology is not used in

naturalistic evaluations. It is almost embarrassing to write such

a patently obvious observation.

It is also to chase after a "red herring." In considerable

conversation with faculty about the assessment processes, I

have been informed repeatedly that their departments do not

look at letters, only numbers. A few faculty members made

similar remarks in their responses on the faculty survey form

for this study. A UHC faculty member told me at the start of

winter term 1999 that his department doesn't even look at

letters, and expressed dismay that the UHC had not provided

him with some evaluation numbers. "My department puts the

letters in the back of the file and never even looks at them." One
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department chair told me that the only thing their department

looks at on the evaluation form is the faculty member's score on

the one summary item "All things considered, I was favorably

impressed by this instructor." "And," added this department

chair, "Our department always beats the pants off the other

departments in our college." So there you have it. Not only are

numbers all that count, but there is competition to see which

department scores the highest.

It may be impudent to ask, but if numbers are all that

count, why the fuss about the non-numerical data in the

personnel files?

Further, it seems that numbers enjoy a mystique, as

though numerical evaluations have a purity that verbal

evaluations do not. If students are to conspire to give an

instructor artificially high or low evaluations, they can do it

more easily with numbers than with text. I know of one case in

which students agreed to give a popular new instructor all

"four's" (the highest score) on the optical scanner form. My

daughter was in that class, and she related how they liked this

instructor immensely and wanted to contribute to this person's

chances for tenure. Recall poor Professor Stanfel from Chapter

Two, whose numerical evaluations were preposterously low in

spite of his documented flawless behavior. That the University

allows anonymous numbers but not anonymous text suggests

that words are an unreliable form of communication, more

readily contaminated than numbers.
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The foregoing is not an argument in favor of a system that

facilitates hate letters or love letters in promotion and tenure

files, but an argument that it is not the use of numbers as

opposed to words that mitigates for or against abuse of student

assessment of instruction. Rather, it is how the procedure is

conducted that makes such abuse more or less likely. The SGID

sessions, because they are an open discussion, conducted with a

trained facilitator, with the entire class having to agree on the

wording of the class response, have safeguards to minimize the

abuses about which the Legal Advisor expressed concern. The

SGID procedures do not eliminate the possibility of these abuses,

but they do assure that such abuses are no more likely than

they are with numbers, not words.

Still, suspicion remains. When I was discussing these

matters with a faculty member who has a legal background, this

individual expressed grave reservations about the fact that SGID

sessions violate the essential confidentiality that is at the heart

of personnel decisions. To have students "publicly" (as this

person put it) discuss a teacher's job performance is a grievous

mistake. My only response to that objection is that it is based on

the assumption of an adversarial relationship, already discussed.

In an atmosphere of mutual trust, students learn a great deal

about the teaching and learning transaction, and I have seen not

one shred of evidence that the SGID sessions do any harm to a

teacher's reputation or chances for advancement. (Again, to be
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impudent, how could they, if the results are not used by the

departments?)

The content of this fifth ring of the conditional matrix,

based as it is upon the University's regulations, is discouraging,

nay disillusioning, to one who had hoped that the University

would display a more cooperative understanding of student

assessment of teaching. The content of this fifth ring, the

University as a whole vis a vis teaching assessment, directly

informs and impacts what the departments do, to the extent that

they follow the University regulations, and the departments in

turn directly affect what is done in SLID sessions in the UHC, to

the extent that the UHC faculty want to use those evaluations in

their personnel files. From the fourth ring, it is suggested that

not all academic units follow those regulations, but they are

there, none the less, and once the UHC was in a position of

having to inquire into them, those University regulations made a

direct impact upon the SGID procedures.

The University regulations stem from a model of teaching

and learning that is not only adversarial, it is hierarchical. It is

based upon an economy of scarcity in which there are limited

rewards available to a great number of people who want them.

It assumes that faculty compete for the greatly treasured

promotion and tenure slots, and that these are increasingly

harder to achieve. It assumes that if one person advances up the

ladder, then there is somebody else who cannot. It assumes (to

go over the brink) that there is good reason to falsify your own



327

personnel file by submitting forged letters of recommendation,

and good reason to sabotage the personnel file of your colleagues

by submitting forged letters of condemnation. When faculty

work in an "up or out" environment, and there is no way that

everybody can move "up," the ensuing panic level could be

perceived as generating highly unethical promotion and tenure

practices. All this assumes, of course, that teaching evaluations

count heavily in promotion and tenure decisions, which is a

separate discussion. But to the extent that they do count, and to

the extent that there is a scarcity of room on the ladder, it is

prudent to have in place some very restrictive assessment

practices that reflect suspicion of the motives of the

stakeholders.

The assumption of an economy of scarcity extends to the

students as well. The argument might go as follows. Students

believe that they are competing against one another for grades,

and it is to their interest not to cooperate with one another. They

need those grades in the competition for high grade point

averages. An instructor who is very frugal with respect to

assigning A's could be perceived as an impediment to a student's

climbing over others in the ascent of the grade hierarchy, and

that instructor must be punished with low evaluations. Of

course, there is nothing in the literature that suggests this sort of

connection between grades and evaluations (except for the hotly

debated deception studies), but the University's regulations

appear to rest upon such a model. There are good reasons, the
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regulations seem to say, to suspect that students will retaliate

against an instructor by befouling the personnel file with

counterfeit assessments.

Such is the milieu in which the student assessment of

teaching takes place. It is little wonder that the Task Force

"awoke a sleeping cow, and now she's bucking" or that UHC

instructors are frustrated in their efforts to include their UHC

evaluations in their promotion and tenure files. It is little

wonder that now, in the SLID sessions, I must issue solemn

warnings and collect signatures.

Ring Six: The State of Oregon and the Statutes
That Impact Student Evaluations of Teaching

But the University regulations did not spring from a

vacuum, either. They were written to comply with the statutes

of the State of Oregon, which are found in the sixth and final ring

of the conditional matrix.

Ring Six involves the official position of the State of Oregon

with respect to student assessment of teaching. It is to these

regulations and directives that the OSU practices must adhere,

and they derive from two sources: The Oregon Administrative

Rules (OAR) of the Oregon State System of Higher Education, and

the 1995 Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS).

The section of the OAR that is germane to this study is

Division 22, Academic freedom, section 580-022-0005. This

section deals with freedom of discussion in classrooms, political
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activities, and matters about faculty records. Section 580-022-

0085 contains information concerning locations and custody of

faculty records. This section does not specify what may go into

those records, but only how many files may be permitted. The

OAR allows three such files, "plus one additional confidential file

that shall contain only material excised from other records as

permitted by OAR 580-022-0100. Evaluation files are those

referred to in ORS 351.065 as 'designated' or 'authorized'."

Following that lead, I found that the above-named OAR

598-022-0100, section (5) reads as follows:

(5) If the institution, school, department or division
solicits or accepts student survey evaluations of the
classroom or laboratory performance of a faculty
member, the survey evaluations shall be conducted
anonymously. Reports tabulated from student
evaluations shall be placed in the evaluation files
defined in OAR 580-022-0085 [quoted above].
Survey instruments from which evaluation data are
obtained shall be delivered to the faculty member.
No other evaluative material shall be accepted from
students unless the students are first clearly
informed that the faculty member will have access to
such material and that the anonymity of the student
cannot be preserved.

The section of the Oregon Revised Statutes that relates to

this inquiry is 361.065, "Consent of, access to and control of

personnel records." Paragraphs (f) and (g) inform the Legal

Advisor's ruling:

(f) Classroom survey evaluation by students of a
faculty member's classroom or laboratory
performance shall be anonymous. The record of



330

tabulated reports shall be placed in at least one of
the files designated in paragraph (a) of this
subsection. All survey instruments used to obtain
evaluation data shall be returned to the faculty
member.
(g) . . .the board, its institutions, schools or
departments when evaluating its employed faculty
members shall not solicit nor accept letters,
documents or other materials, given orally or in
written form, from individuals or groups who wish
their identity kept anonymous or the information
they provide kept confidential.

According, then, to the rules of OSSHE and the statutes of

the State of Oregon, it appears that there are two forms of

acceptable evaluation documents: anonymous tabulated data and

signed letters. My argument was that the SGID results

constituted anonymous tabulated data. These were tabulated

text, not tabulated numbers, but tabulated none the less, in that

they were extracted from a larger pool of comments, and

represented the voice of the class in something of the same way

that the numerical average represents the scores that the class

gave to the instructor. As earlier admitted, it is not quite the

same because the SGID discussions create the text in an

interactive fashion quite unlike computing a numerical average,

but the SLID data do represent the class as a whole, rather than

any individual in it. Further, they were presented in tabular

form with titles and bulleted lists. Even at arm's length, they did

look like a table. The Legal Advisor had ruled, however, that

only numbers can be tabulated, and that SGID results were not

numbers; therefore, they could not be tabulated. And, being
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unavailable to tabulation, the SGID results had to be among the

"letters, documents, or other materials" that had to be signed.

The oddity of this logic is that if the SGID process is viewed

as a survey of sorts, to have students sign the results conflicts

directly with paragraph (f), which specifies that "classroom

survey evaluation . . . shall be anonymous." The law states not

only that survey results may be anonymous, but that they must

be anonymous. If considered a survey and signed, SGID results

would violate this provision, but they would also violate it if

unsigned because the instructor knows full well who

participated: the entire class list, minus whoever happened to be

absent, and in the small classes of the UHC, it is hardly a secret

who is in the class.

The statewide regulations put the SGID process and the

resulting data out into the cold. They do not belong, they

represent an evaluation "odd duck" because they are not strictly

a survey, nor are they a letter, nor anonymous, nor signed, nor

tabulated. The statewide regulations were written--and enforced

by the Legal Advisor--based upon the assumption that there are

two kinds of evaluative material, tabulated numbers and signed

letters.

I became quite dizzy trying to force-fit the UHC's SGID

results into either of those categories. Clearly, the Legal Advisor

had ruled that evaluation material that doesn't fit either of those

categories should not be collected. The Dean concluded that it

was wiser and simpler to retool the SGID process so that it was
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included within the strict definitions of the State of Oregon,

which is what we did. I, however, was very unhappy with what

I perceived as adhering to a law that was based on a flawed

understanding of evaluation. I was unhappy with the thought

that a collaborative focus group style of student assessment of

teaching was illegal in the State of Oregon, and I resolved to do

something to change it.

Because it was an election year, I was determined to

contact our State Senator, Cliff Trow, and see about amending

the law so that it reflected current thinking in innovative

evaluation, so that it accommodated humanistic, naturalistic

approaches as well as the alienating (to use the word the Dean

used in his interview), numerical, positivistic optical scanner. It

seemed that Senator Trow, who was running for re-election and

wanting to accommodate his constituents, might be amenable to

an amendment. I fantasized about appearing before a legislative

committee in Salem, presenting something like my Library

Paper (my Literature Review presented before the School of

Education faculty and doctoral students), persuading them to

rewrite the law so that group processes and other innovative

evaluation approaches (over the Web, for instance) could be

practiced. To date, I have taken no action in that direction, but I

still think it is a good idea.

The statutes as presently written serve to support

individuals like the department chair who forbade the instructor

to include a particularly positive SGID evaluation in the
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promotion and tenure file. As presently written, the law

prevents UHC faculty, who have received sterling assessments in

challenging classes with honors students, from using their SGID

evaluations as evidence of fine teaching performance in the

Honors College. This situation is all the more stressful because

when a faculty member has been assigned to teach in the UHC,

that information will be reflected in the instructor's listing in the

OSU General Catalogue, with the designation "Honors faculty"

included in that person's credentials. The intent is that teaching

for the UHC will be an indication of commitment to innovative,

interactive, rigorous teaching at the highest level of

undergraduate achievement, and for those efforts to go ignored

by the departments would be a serious omission. The law as

presently written, and as interpreted by the Legal Advisor and

enforced by academic departments, serves to work in opposition

to the best interests of the fine UHC faculty, who do not receive

credit for their work in the UHC. It works in opposition to the

best interests of the students, who may be deprived of the

presence of those teachers if they are not promoted or tenured,

or if they elect not to teach for the UHC because it is time wasted

as far as the personnel processes are concerned. To date I am

unaware of any faculty who have made such dire decisions, but

those are at least logically possible outcomes if the law is not

changed.

Why not consider the matter settled, now that the SGID

procedures have been modified to fit the law? There are two
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reasons. The first is that the SGID experience of fall term 1998

shows that the addition of the signed sheet does impact the

process. Although these sessions were after the closure of the

data collection period, and were not included in this analysis, I

made notes during the sessions (a research habit that is hard to

break). I noted that it was not sufficient simply to inform the

students that there was now a sheet for their signatures. -The

students immediately became suspicious, insisting on knowing

why they had to sign their names. In no case were they at all

unwilling to do so, and of course it was voluntary, but they

wanted to know why it was necessary. What, they demanded,

had changed? I told them that it was to assure that the

procedure was in compliance with all State and University

regulations, and they groaned. This introduced something of a

different atmosphere into the room, but it tended to be positive.

It seemed that, now that they knew that the Administration had

been involved in discussions about UHC evaluations, they, the

students, had better take them seriously. They seemed to be

more "on task." I detected less irrelevant talk as I eavesdropped

during fall term 1998.

Another impact on the process was that once students had

been told that these evaluations had to be signed in order for an

instructor to use them in the promotion and tenure file, they

shifted slightly into a personnel-oriented mode. For example, in

one class, the students exclaimed "Hey! Let's see what we can do

to help Dr. X get tenure and promotion!" and "What else can we
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put down that might help?" Does this shift the process from

formative, for the good of the students, into summative, for the

good of the professor? Whether for good or for ill, the fact of

having to sign the evaluation appears to have some effect on the

results. But a fuller investigation of that question is for future

research.

The second reason that it is difficult to consider the matter

settled now that the SLID process has been modified is that the

law as interpreted by the Legal Advisor does not allow much

room for development of other evaluation processes. If the Legal

Advisor is correct, that the law is intended to allow only

numbers to be considered as appropriate for tabulation, this

represents a highly restrictive state of affairs. Clearly, it does

rule out the former unsigned SGID documents, but it also rules

out any other sort of focus group or unsigned non-numerical

evaluation that might benefit the learning environment. It

forbids any attempts to meet the needs of the teachers and

students by experimenting with variations of present methods

or by entirely new possibilities. Certainly the use of Web-based

evaluations is problematic. I have spoken frequently with

faculty who are developing Web-based or other types of

distance learning, and for them, on-site evaluation forms are an

impossibility. These innovators depend upon verbal interaction

with students not in the classroom but on their computer

screens, and they have told me that the words of the students

are absolutely necessary to overcome the possibility of their
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relationship being dehumanized by the technology they are

using. If numbers-only forms are viewed as distancing by

certain on-campus observers (see the remarks by the Dean of

the UHC in his interview), so much more would they be

distancing in distance education. It seems that to maintain a

human presence in the electronic learning process, a word-type

evaluation would be essential. If I can believe my colleagues

whose academic pursuits are in the direction of distance

learning, the last thing their students need is a sense of

alienation.

Having modified the SGID process according to the

directives of the Legal Advisor, then, does not bring closure to

the whole question of student assessment of instruction because

first, it does impact what happens in the SLID, and second, it

limits the development of assessment procedures that are more

appropriate to what one of the colleges called 21st Century

education. If the academic units are compelled to operate within

the law, then the law needs to be changed.

Such is the state of the sixth ring, the State of Oregon.

Conclusion of the Conditional Matrix Discussion

This, then, has been the conditional matrix. To restate the

contents of the rings, at the center is found each individual UHC

class. Results of three years of SLID data collection indicate that

students are happy with their learning experiences there. The

first ring contains the students, and the question asked of them

for this ring was how well the UHC evaluation processes worked
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for them. Aside from some sobering mistrust of evaluation

processes in general, students are satisfied with both the SGID

and written evaluations, with two suggestions: that the SGID not

take so long, and that they have a chance to include their own

remarks in addition to those of the group.

The second ring is the UHC itself. This ring, based upon

interviews with the Dean and the Head Advisor, and upon three

years of participant observation, appears to contain remarkably

healthy material. There is good energy, good humor, and an

explicit commitment to learning within an enthusiastic

community of young scholars.

The fourth ring contains the UHC faculty, and what is of

interest to this ring is the attitude of the faculty to the UHC

evaluations. They agreed with the students that SGID takes too

long and that it is good to hear the voice of the individual

student as well as the group, and they indicated that the

primary purpose to which they put their evaluation results was

for formative uses. There was some small mention of promotion

and tenure, but this was greatly outnumbered by expressions of

appreciation for hearing the student voices and for being able to

modify teaching according to what the students had said.

The fourth ring represents the departments from which

the instructors come into the UHC. The contents of this ring are

based upon information obtained during my service on the

Faculty Senate Task Force for Assessment of Teaching, both from

the dialogue with the representatives from other departments,
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and from the comments made by the various academic units in

response to the report of the Task Force. These comments

suggest that although there may be productive assessment

activities within one or more units, the departments as a whole

are unwilling to participate in what they perceive as a

bureaucratic attempt to force them into an assessment scheme

from outside their own walls. The overriding concern was for

promotion and tenure, although there was some mention of the

importance of learning. The idea of hearing the voice of the

students was virtually ignored in their responses.

The rationale for their position could be found within the

fifth ring, which asks about the position of OSU as a whole with

respect to teaching evaluations. Based upon the Legal Advisor's

interpretation of the state regulations, OSU insists that there be

only two forms of evaluation, both of which are addressed only

in terms of promotion and tenure, not enhancement of learning.

OSU, according to this interpretation, has two options for

evaluation: anonymous tabulated numbers, or signed letters.

When one looks for the reason behind OSU's position as set

forth by the Legal Advisor, one must look to the sixth ring,

which is the State of Oregon. And in the statutes of the State of

Oregon are found laws that limit the collection of evaluation

material to tabulated results that must be anonymous, or to

letters that must be signed. It was my contention that SGID

results were tabulated text, and therefore legal under the law,

but the Legal Advisor ruled otherwise. So, in order to
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accommodate anything other than unsigned numbers or signed

letters, the law of the State of Oregon needs to be changed. Or

perhaps one could approach the Attorney General's office for a

ruling. That is because (and here is the point of a conditional

matrix in the first place) the law of the State of Oregon as

presently interpreted does a disservice to the students in

individual classrooms, not only in all the corners of the

University, but, of import to this study, in the classrooms of the

University Honors College.

So a "meta view" of the conditional matrix for this study

would not, if it were in color, look like a round rainbow, its

colors coherent and lovely, each shading subtly but richly into

the next. It would be more like a discordant, clashing tangle of

ill-matched paints, like those neon-colored novelty items that

make your eyes hurt. The parts do not "fit" nicely, each engaged

in its own activity, in mutual interrelatedness with the others.

On the other hand, their unwillingness to change could suggest

that the layers form an interlocking, consistent set of resistances.

Or, to use a militaristic metaphor, and perhaps to overstate the

case, the conditional matrix for this study, if it were spherical,

would be like a nuclear device that implodes because of the

pressure from the outside to the inside. There is great pressure

exerted from the outer to the inner layers of the conditional

matrix, and, flat or spherical, this particular matrix is in fact

hierarchical. The outer layers function as the upper layers, and

they do not dip down and inquire what is going on at the center,
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the better to modify the policies and procedures in the upper

layers. No, the outer layers issue directives to the inner layers,

and the center is pretty well squeezed by the pressure. The

circularity of the matrix can mask the de facto hierarchical

operations within and between the layers.

So, the UHC is squeezed. What can be said about that?

Other Intrigues and Conclusions

Introductory Remarks

The end of Chapter Four promised, in addition to the

conditional matrix, other intrigues and conclusions. Some of

those have been suggested in the discussion of the conditional

matrix. In an effort to avoid unnecessary repetition, these will

be mentioned here but briefly.

The first is the suggestion that concerns about promotion

and tenure tend to eclipse any other concerns when one inquires

as to the purposes of student assessment of teaching. When I

made reference to those who cautioned me that the promotion

and tenure process is grueling and dehumanizing, and that I was

doing a serious disservice to any faculty member who put

promotion and tenure concerns at the forefront, I took that very

seriously. I have been affiliated with OSU in one capacity or

other since 1965, and I have seen dear friends leave because

they did not survive that process. To place concern for

promotion and tenure as one's primary preoccupation might
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sound like a lack of care for student learning, but it is absolutely

crucial for anyone who is serious about staying at OSU. At least,

that is what I have heard, and from people I respect. Among

friends who have left OSU have been some whose only "crime"

(as they put it) was that they put student interests in the

forefront, tending to their teaching and perhaps to service

within the university. That there is truth in what they say, I

wish to emphasize in the strongest possible terms, I do believe.

The only courteous response to those accusations is in the

words of one or two of the units that responded to the Task

Force's report. It is that to drive a wedge between "scholarship"

and "teaching" is artificial, that research and teaching are

interdependent in a "yin-yang" sort of way, with elements of

research at the heart of teaching, and elements of teaching at the

heart of research. At any rate, it sounds good on paper, and

there are faculty who exemplify that "both-and" idea. I have

taken classes from some of them, and can testify that their

research does enhance their teaching. This is true of graduate

classes. I am not so sure it is true in one-hundred-level

introductory survey courses.

A second observation is that there is a dissonance between

the SGID evaluations within the Honors College and the purpose

and process of evaluations within the other academic units. In

one sense, it is unfair to criticize the other units for their

attention to promotion and tenure because the UHC does not

have its own in-house faculty. If they did, the UHC would be in
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the business of promotion and tenure which they are not now. It

is perhaps too easy for the UHC to claim some high moral ground

of attention to student voices, when the UHC is out of the loop, so

to speak, with promotion and tenure concerns. The only

connection the UHC has to promotion and tenure is that some

faculty have said that they have not been permitted to use their

UHC evaluations to enhance their dossiers.

Still, it is of interest that the major findings of the faculty

survey and the student survey for this study suggest that the

primary purpose for student assessment of teaching is for the

student voices to be heard in order for the teacher to modify

and adapt the pedagogical practices accordingly. Those findings

are strongly at odds with the message from the Task Force and

the response of the academic units to the Task Force report. If

those are genuine indicators of what is considered important

throughout the university, the number one concern is promotion

and tenure.

To be fair, and to be positive rather than gloomy, it is

necessary to recall that there were voices among those on the

Task Force and among the responses of the colleges and other

units, that enhancement of teaching is a mission of genuine

import. There were some remarks to the effect that assessment

efforts should be student-centered, and these are consistent

with the message from the faculty and student surveys of this

study. There were voices that hinted that faculty and units have

other ways of giving students voice, ways that are not officially
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reported. And it is because there were those voices that I now

propose a model of Honors College evaluation which I will call

"generative," giving full credit to Dean Joe Hendricks of the UHC,

who thought of it first.

Generative Evaluation

What is generative evaluation? It is, first and foremost, an

organic, interactive, iterative model that finesses the usual

classifications of formative versus summative evaluation. It is

also reminiscent of Scriven's (1983) goal free evaluation, and

Stake's (1973) responsive evaluation, but differs in some

respects. These descriptors will be explicated one by one.13

The model is organic in the sense that it assumes life and

growth, and, if not properly maintained, death. Rather than a

machine-like model with channels, cogs, and gateways, an

organic model has parts that, although different from one

another, depend upon one another in mutual cooperation. Roots

feed leaves, and leaves feed roots. An organic model is not

hierarchical in the sense of one element being ranked higher

than others in such a. way that the higher-ranked element holds

any sort of power over the others; this is not a hierarchy of

domination. An organic model is hierarchical in the sense that

the elements can start out small and unformed, like a bud, but

13. There is a danger that this discussion will sound like something from
Chance the Gardener in the film Being There. Chance was an elegant
simpleton who mouthed platitudes about gardening, like "It is winter
now, but soon the buds will swell," and people thought he was making
profound metaphors about business and politics. Still, Chance the
Gardener did walk on water.
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they grow and develop into their fullest potential, like a flower.

This is a hierarchy of development. Elements that are higher on

the hierarchy are more fully developed, and in human systems,

those more fully developed can serve as teachers, models, or

mentors to inspire those more newly arrived on the scene. In an

organic model, the elements have nothing to fear from one

another, having, as they do, mutually inclusive interests. Or, to

be plain spoken, they help each other out.

The model is interactive because, as seen above, it is

presumed safe to interact. Students interact with other students,

students with teachers, and teachers with their peers and

administrators. It is interactive in the sense of being in

opposition to isolation and individualism to the extent that the

participants are fearful and suspicious of one another. In this

model, the participants talk to each other.

The model is iterative in that it incorporates elements both

of formative and summative evaluations. It is formative to the

extent that the purpose of the evaluations, always, is to serve

the ongoing needs of the community of learners, with a

preferential option for the students. To extend the organic

metaphor, it is like a garden in which nothing goes to waste: this

year's greenery is composted for next year's growth. All

assessments are presumed to be for the purpose of maintaining

what works and improving what does not. The fine-tuning never

ends. The model is summative also, however, to the extent that

sometimes a course runs its course, or an instructor is a
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questionable fit in the UHC. In those rare cases, to which the

Dean referred in his interview, the summative function is rather

like weeding or pruning, the health of the organism being of

paramount importance. There is nothing punitive in the

motivation, but because people do not like being weeded or

pruned, a faculty development program should be implemented

as a support system to this model. In this model, formative and

summative elements are subsumed into ongoing growth, much

like Stake's (1973) responsive evaluation: "Responsive

evaluation will be particularly useful during formative

evaluation [and] in summative evaluation" as well (p.303).

Note that this model, at this point in its description, is

limited to the Honors College only. There is no suggestion that it

be imposed from above onto academic units who are unwilling

to implement it. However, there is an assumption that, as an

organic model, it will grow. To extend the metaphor, plants

produce seeds that, if dropped into fertile soil, will sprout and

grow into new plants. Or, to vary the metaphor, some plants are

vines with tendrils that insinuate themselves into the most

stubbornly resistant concrete and brick. I have seen an entire

factory overgrown with vine and weed, wildflowers growing in

the dust on the abandoned steps, saplings thriving in the broken

parking lot. Whichever metaphor one prefers, the point is that

unlike machines, organisms like to reproduce. To extend the

metaphor, the faculty who return to their departments after

teaching in the UHC can be seen as carrying the seeds of
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generative evaluation with them. Or they can be seen as new

tendrils reaching into the old machinery. Can one naively hope

that these seeds will grow, or the vines thrive?

There is hope, but perhaps it is not entirely naive. There

were responses among those submitted by the colleges and

other academic units, in response to the Task Force report, that

indicated the presence of fertile soil. There were those flashes of

indignation that the students were being overlooked, that

learning should be the primary focus, and that evaluation should

be grounded in student centered concerns. There were some

units who expressed pride in their own efforts at instructional

enhancement, and even a mention of the Honors College written

form. And of course, there was Pat. But it is not just from the

Task Force and the responses to its work, that I take a hopeful

stance. Since the start of my research in the Honors College, I

have been contacted by several individuals from other

departments who are interested in SGID-type evaluation. I have

facilitated these groups in two other departments and done an

e-mail version for a third. Several instructors have asked for

instructions as to how to conduct an SLID session, one of whom

reported a highly favorable reaction to the process. I have had a

lengthy e-mail exchange with one of the UHC instructors whose

department is interested in rethinking and revising its entire

evaluation process. There are mavericks in several departments

who have expressed great unhappiness with the OSU form, and

who think a group process would be productive. Students, too,
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have commonly asked me, following an SGID session, if I would

go into some other class of theirs, not an honors class,, and

facilitate an SGID session. They have always been disappointed

when I tell them that the teacher has to invite me. One faculty

member asked that I attend a faculty meeting in the home

department and help them settle a very contentious and divisive

issue. I explained that SLID was not designed for conflict

resolution and suggested that a person who was a specialist in

that area be contacted, but that I very much appreciated the

invitation.

The point here is that however it is modified, whether to

include some numerical element for those instructors whose

departments absolutely insist upon it, or to offer both a group

and an individual response format, or to press for its use

primarily as a mid-quarter process rather than end of term, or

any other possible combination of these and other elements, an

SLID-type process could be "seeded" in various places of the

University. If the ground is fertile, and the plant is tended, it

will grow.

The one problem with organisms is that, untended, they

will die. Although there are some phenomenally vigorous

organisms, like blackberries and certain viruses, that defy heroic

efforts to eliminate them, most organisms require a modicum of

attention. And the lack of ongoing maintenance of the process

itself is as likely to kill the new growth as is the outright

rejection of it in the first place. So although I do see that there
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are areas where generative evaluation might have a future, it

will not thrive unless there is active commitment and action to

preserve and improve it over time.

The hope for this research was, according to some of the

faculty in my major department, to establish an evaluation

process in the Honors College that would spread throughout the

University. It could happen, or it could flounder. Generative

evaluation is a healthy plant, but it requires a great deal of time

and attention. There has to be either someone with a strong

sense of mission who is willing to undertake the highly labor

intensive work of arranging and carrying out the evaluations

and the follow-up reporting of results, or, there has to be a core

of faculty who are committed to doing generative evaluations for

one another, such as was described to me by two faculty

members in the Seattle Community College system, with whom I

communicated via telephone and e-mail.

Ideally, enough excitement would emerge from the

positive experiences of the faculty and departments who used it,

that generative evaluation would eventually be enthusiastically

embraced by the University at large. From that would grow a

center of sorts that would help facilitate sessions, train

facilitators, and engage in enhancement of teaching operations. A

wildly improbable scheme? Given the resistance shown

generally around the University to centralized evaluation, it is

presently unthinkable. Still, it is well to remember that centers

for evaluation and assessment and faculty development are
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thriving elsewhere, although these tend to be repositories for

enormous numerical data bases rather than, so to speak,

greenhouses for an organic evaluation model.

It sounds as though I am arguing for nothing less than an

end to the hierarchical domination model of faculty

relationships, the sort in which a department chair has the

authority to refuse to include an SGID report in a dossier, or an

administrative officer has the authority to order changes in a

process that is working. It sounds as though I have reached the

outer limits of where this study might go.

At this point, it is prudent to return to the foundation

questions of the study. What does the SGID tell us about teaching

and learning in an Honors College? And how useful (or not) is

the SGID process to the stakeholders, that is, the students,

teachers, and personnel of the UHC? Those questions were

answered in painful detail in Chapter Four, but it is well to recall

that the venue of the study was the UHC, not the University as a

whole, nor any regular department within it. It is possible that,

although useful within the smaller and highly select classes and

the carefully selected faculty, the Honors College is the only

place where such a group evaluation process might work.

Although it has been suggested that the organic, iterative,

interactive evaluation model would be an improvement over

what is in place generally at OSU, it is not clear at all that a

group evaluation itself would be feasible in large lecture classes.

Indeed, my own experience was that in the larger honors
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classes, those with 24 or so students, it was very difficult to

complete the SGID within one class period, and the process

involved a great deal of what can only be called crowd control.

So, yes, the SGID sessions have produced data showing that the

UHC classes are doing what the UHC hoped they would do

(provide a compelling learning experience), and that, given some

suggested adjustments, the SGID sessions themselves do what

the UHC hoped they would do (provide data to answer the first

question). Certainly there are venues on campus wherein some

variation of SGID would be entirely appropriate, but this study

cannot suggest that the entire evaluation enterprise at OSU

should be conducted via SGID. As the excursion into the

literature of honors history and rationale suggested (Chapter

Two), honors education is supposed to be different, so perhaps

the evaluation of honors education might also be different.

Different, yes, but it is the explicit intent of the UHC that

whatever works in the UHC classrooms should be taken out of

the UHC and spread to the rest of the campus. I have heard the

Dean say at every faculty orientation, that the honors students

are told that their mission is to take their honors-class energy

and insight into the very next classroom they enter. Similarly,

and ideally, honors faculty are expected to return to their home

departments with new ideas, new practices, and renewed

energy, to be shared with the very next class they teach. It is

the Dean's intention that benefits that are enjoyed by students

in UHC classes are not intended to be limited to honors students



351

alone. These benefits should extend to everybody else on

campus. The UHC is intended to benefit the learning population

at large, not to be an island of a few fortunate elite learners. So

although SGID may not be appropriate for the University classes

generally, the organic model that underlies the SGID should be of

benefit to the wider campus.

In addition to returning to the foundation questions of the

study, it is advisable to ask how the organic evaluation model

fits with the existing models of evaluation as acknowledged by

the community of evaluation practitioners and scholars. Initially,

I had thought that SGID was a variant of Scriven's (1983) goal-

free evaluation, wherein the researcher enters the scene with no

preconceived notions whatsoever, no expectations of what might

be found, no pre-established set of questions to ask. The idea is

that a goal-free evaluation will produce valuable information

that would otherwise not surface if the participants were limited

to answering questions with a narrow focus. I have changed my

mind about that. Far from a free-for-all undirected inquiry, the

SGID sessions ask questions about one particular class. They are

open-ended questions, and experience has shown that although

the answers range far and wide, from the red book to donuts,

from clanking steam radiators to the explosion of the week, the

questions ask about learning. What has helped you learn, what

got in the way, what could be done differently, and what was

the students' own contribution to learning? These are not goal-

free questions. The UHC most definitely has a goal, it has a
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"compact" (the Dean's preferred title for what would elsewhere

be called a mission statement), and it all has to do with learning.

The learning that is being evaluated takes place in very well

defined settings, the UHC classes. There is input from the UHC as

it recruits faculty and there is input from the faculty as they

prepare and teach their classes. There is input from the students

as they participate in class and in the UHC activities. There is

input from the UHC staff as they interact with the students and,

in the words I have heard around the office, "make the Honors

College look good."' 4 There is a process, most basically the

process within each class, but there is the larger process of the

student's moving through the UHC towards the Honors

Baccalaureate. And there is a product: learning. I cringe at the

consumerist model suggested by "product," but the point is that

something is supposed to be happening, and the something is

learning.

Accordingly, it seems that the "CIPP" model of evaluation,

proposed by Stufflebeam (1983) provides the best fit for what

has been transpiring in the UHC course evaluations. "CIPP" is an

acronym for "context, input, process, and product." As the

previous paragraph suggests, the UHC evaluation has been

involved with all four of those elements. I am wary of breaking

the UHC enterprise apart into four, or any number, of parts,

14 This comment is consistent with what I heard from participants at the
NCHC conference on evaluation of honors colleges, that honors colleges
continue to exist only so long as they are perceived favorably. A director
of one honors program put it bluntly, "In honors education, perception is
everything."
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because that becomes analytic in a positivistic way, and does

violence to the organic, interactive assumptions of naturalistic

evaluation. But given that there has been a definite purpose to

the SGID sessions, that purpose could be interpreted as

identification of context, input, process, and product. It is not a

perfect fit, because it is tempting to consider the SGID reports as

the "product" of the SGID process, and the product in the UHC

setting is student achievement. Still, those reports are intended

to serve the needs of the stakeholders in the UHC. To the extent

that the CIPP model serves as a reminder not to overlook

anything important, it may be said to have been operating, if

unacknowledged, in this study. Stufflebeam (1983)

acknowledged that Scriven "charged that the CIPP approach was

flawed because it almost totally ignored the fundamental role of

summative evaluation, due to its preoccupation with fostering

improvement" (p. 123). In that light, the UHC SGID sessions were

arguably of the CIPP model, inasmuch as SGID was originally

designed for improvement. In the UHC setting, SGID is used both

for improvement and for implementing decisions. However, with

respect to the dialogue with Scriven, Stufflebeam adds, "I

became convinced that our different views of evaluation were

more apparent than real" because of differing evaluation

experiences (p.123).

Perhaps it is an assurance that this has been a naturalistic,

humanistic study to note that the CIPP model is apparent only in

retrospect. That is, in a naturalistic, humanistic study, not
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everything is explicitly set forth at the outset. It is understood

by the researcher that surprises and new developments will

emerge, and that in writing up the narrative of the study, the

new developments will be included in the order in which they

occurred. It is tempting to return to Chapter One and retrofit it

to make it sound like this study was designed from the outset as

a CIPP model evaluation, but that would be less than honest. My

specific intent was to follow the goal-free model and see what

emerged. What emerged was more like a CIPP model than

anything else, and I prefer to leave that emergent finding where

it in fact emerged: at the end of the analysis. The purposes of

CIPP are notably similar to the purposes of SGID: "The most

important purpose of program evaluation," says Stufflebeam, "is

not to prove but to improve" (p. 117).

In a way, this ends the study, this ends the investigation

and the analysis, the conditional matrix, and the other intrigues

and conclusions. But in another way, the study is not finished.

My participant observation continues, and perhaps now that my

three year study is completed, another is waiting to sprout.

The University Honors College is in the middle of its fourth

year, at this writing. The first class admitted immediately after

high school graduation is now in its third year; they are juniors.

The applications to the UHC have grown enormously, and it is

now over capacity. Accordingly, at our "all-team" meeting

yesterday morning, which consisted of the staff of the UHC plus

the graduate teaching assistants, Dean Hendricks noted that it
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was time for a general overview of the state of the Honors

College. Perhaps there are some things that have developed, he

said, or that we take for granted, that we need to re-think. He

wanted the group to talk about what might be retained, what

might be changed, in our own areas of operation. There was a

pause, as my colleagues in the UHC thought a moment about

what they might say, and then, to get things started, the Dean

gestured toward me.

"For example," he said, "maybe we should eliminate our

evaluation process."

We did not really discuss that, but went on to other, more

interesting issues like the admission process. But that remark

has remained with me for over 24 hours, and I have been

pondering it in my heart. I have decided to let that be the final

thought. Perhaps SGID has run its course, outlived its usefulness,

succumbed to the pressures from the outer rings of the

conditional matrix. Perhaps it is too expensive for the UHC to pay

a graduate student to do their evaluations. Perhaps it just isn't

worth the trouble and the cost any longer, perhaps and perhaps

and perhaps. So I will close, not with a summary of what has

gone by, but by wondering what is yet to come.

Beyond the events in the Oregon State University Honors

College, what might be yet to come for future research? I

suggest that the conditional matrix suggests several areas for

fruitful inquiry. First, in a ring beyond the matix that was

developed for this study, a level beyond the State of Oregon, it



356

would be interesting to learn what is being done for course and

instructor evaluation at other honors programs and colleges

around the nation. During February and March, 1999, there has

been considerable discussion on the NCHC listserv, about how to

evaluate honors instruction. Participants have expressed a clear

interest in and need for information and guidelines from

programs other than their own.

At the level of the State of Oregon, there could be an

inquiry into the rationale and implications of the present laws,

and, perhaps as a sort of action research, there could be an effort

to amend the laws.

At the level of Oregon State University, research could be

undertaken to listen to the voices of the faculty with respect to

their relationship to instructional evaluation. The voices I heard

in the Faculty Senate Task Force, and the responses of the

colleges to the Task Force report, suggest that the faculty might

have a lot to say about evaluation of their teaching, and the uses

to which those evaluations are put. It might be an interesting

balance to the emphasis in this study, of hearing the voices of

students, to hear the voices of faculty.

Somewhere in the area where the University level of the

conditional matrix blends into the Departmental level, on into

the individual instructor level, and functioning within all levels,

actually, would be questions that underlie the evaluation process

itself. What sorts of cultural assumptions do we make with our

evaluation processes? Any gendered implications? Any racial or
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ethnic barriers? Any ways in which our present system

marginalizes or ignores the voices of some students? (For

example, students who drop or withdraw from classes are

absent for the end of term evaluation, and there might be much

to learn from them.) Any ways in which the present processes

are unjust for certain of the faculty? And what about the voices

that spoke so clearly in opposition to the "Ed Psych" discipline

and literature? What stories might those faculty want to tell?

Moving to the UHC ring of the conditional matrix, and on

into the center, what sorts of changes might be appropriate for

course and instructor evaluation? It happens that the UHC itself

is to be evaluated in 2000, by an outside team, and what will

they want to know? At the NCHC evaluation conference, I

learned that there have been no studies to date that evaluate an

entire honors college at a four-year institution.

And within the UHC, what about the current written form?

Perhaps an improved version could provide an alternative to

SGID, in a process that might incorporate some student

discussion as well as the forms.

Maybe the larger world of the evaluation profession will

move toward more qualitative methods and interpretive

perspectives. I would like to think so.

And every question generates more questions. The harvest

is plentiful, and it contains seeds for increase.

I can't wait to see what happens next.
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Appendix 1: UHC Student Survey Form

UHC Survey

Conducted by the Chronicle and the UHC
(Please Do Not Put Your Name on This Survey)

The goal of this survey is to allow students to voice their
concerns or comments about the evaluation sessions used to
evaluate Honors classes. This survey is being completed by The
Chronicle, the official student publication of the UHC, in part with
the UHC and Judy Ringle, head of course evaluation on the
Honors College. The results of this survey will be used by the
UHC and for editorial purposes by The Chronicle. The survey is
confidential.

1. Have you participated in the UHC group course
evaluations? (If yes, please go to question #2)

A) Yes
B) No

2. How well do you think group evaluations would work in
other, non- Honors classes?

3. Please answer the following questions about your
experience in the group evaluation sessions.

In what ways have the group evaluation sessions worked
for you?

In what ways have the group evaluation sessions not
worked for you?

What practical suggestions do you have for improving the
process?

4. Now let's talk about the written forms used by the UHC.

In what ways have the written forms worked for you?
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In what ways have the written forms not worked for you?

What practical suggestions do you have for improving the
forms?
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Appendix 1, continued

Demographic Information
(It is not necessary to answer these questions, should you prefer not to)

1. What is your sex?
A) Female
B) Male

2. In what academic year(s) have you been a member of the
UHC? (Circle all that apply.)

A) 1995/1996
B) 1996/1997
C) 1997/1998

3. What is your student status?
A) First year
B) Second year
C) Third year
D) Fourth year
E) Fifth year
F) Other:

4. What factors made you choose OSU? (Circle all that apply)
A) Financial aid / scholarship
B) Reputation of OSU
C) Friend / relative
D) Close to home
E) Major
F) University Honors College
G) Other:
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Appendix 2: Faculty Survey Letter and Form

To: The Faculty who have taught for the UHC
From: Judy Ringle
Date: Sept. 22, 1998
Re: Your response requested, and candy bar

As you recall, the University Honors College uses two course and
instructor evaluation processes: a short-answer written form, and the
Small Group Instructional Diagnosis (SGID) focus groups.

I am gathering information to assess the usefulness of the UHC
evaluation processes to date. This information will be of interest to the
UHC, the better to serve the needs of the faculty, and also of interest to my
thesis, the better to assess the evaluation process.

Student responses were collected last spring. What is now needed is
your response.

Please be so kind as to answer the questions on the enclosed form.
It should not take more than a few minutes, and please do feel free to be
frank. There is no "link file" that connects you to your answers.
Whatever you have to say will be of interest.

Thank you very much for your help; we really need your input.
The enclosed candy bar is an expression of gratitude for your time

and interest.
A return envelope is included for your convenience.
If you have any questions, call me at home (752-6464) or e-mail me

at ringlej@ucs.orst.edu.

Sincerely,

Judy Ringle

PS Two or three of you responded to a small survey of this type last year.
If you were one of those, no need to respond again. Just enjoy the candy
bar.
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UHC Evaluation Processes:
Faculty Survey

1. Which type of evaluation did you choose for your UHC class:
focus group, written, have done both, have done neither?

2. Why did you choose the evaluation process you did?

3. In what way was the evaluation process useful for you?

4. In what way was the evaluation less than useful?

5. How did you use the results? What did you do with them?

6. What suggestions might you make with respect to improving
the UHC course and instructor evaluations?
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Appendix 3: OSU Optical Scan Form and Comments Sheet

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
STUDENT ASSESSMENT OF TEACHING

,asraUCroa's NAY( OIPAanYAIR cow"-

A 0-20'.

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE GIVES YOU AN OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS YOUR VIEWS OF THIS COURSE AND THE WAY IT HAS BEEN TAUGHT.

SECTION I: lrfcrmation for Evaluating Teaching and for Improving Instruction. (Items 1-12)

PLEASE FILL-IN THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE,
MARK ONLY ONE CIRCLE PER QUESTION NO

BASIS FOR
OPINION

STRONGLY
DISAGREE AGREE

1. Cccrse oolecrres arc reai rs-ents were clearly presented to me. 0 0 C 0 I J

2. The nstructor eas Nee preeaea and organized. (31 @ 0 0 0
3. The instructor ex:iamed the amnal dearly. (31 (D C a
4 ilitTh i d d h' G 0 0. e mstruetor eas sensitive :o my the class' ability to understand theab

) C 0
5.

5.

matenal.

The.nstructer stttrt.Iated erc-Lsiasm for the subject matter of the
xl.rse.
The nstructcr :r:viced screc-.ec office hours or was readily

O

0

J

0

0

0

0

0

u

33

iu
1

7.

available !or ::-sutatlon wilt tee.
The nstructor ass -air arc r:ar'ial :n dealing with me. 0

8. The.nsrructor ercouraged me 'C :ink for myself. 0 0 0 0 J
9. The esammaocrs were relevart 1O the reading assignments and to 0 0 0 0 0

10.

the materal onsanted ,n Cass.
The instructor seo good car^rrunicaoon skills. 0 0

11. As a result of raving this nst =c or. I have :earned a significant number 0 0 0 0 0 .0

12.

of new deas are or skills.
All things cons.cereo. 1 was -avorably Impressed by this instructor. 0 0 0 0

SECTION II: CEMCGRAP'ICS (ITEMS 13-19)
PLEASE FILL.IN CNE RESPONSE aRCLE FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR SITUATION.

13. THE REASON YOU ARE ENROLLED IN THIS COURSE: 16. IS THIS COURSE IN YOUR MAJOR?
, IT IS RECI-;RE-:. `Y"`, YES

s IT IS AN E:_=IVE. - NO

14. GRADE YOU EXPECT TO RECEIVE IN THIS COURSE: 17. PERCENT OF THIS CLASS YOU ATTENDED:
A.A
e. 3

! SA- PASS
a; UNSA' NO PASS
M_- 3

15. CLASS STATUS:
AJ cgcgHhlA`.

scrLicMC?E
UNIOR

SENICP
3RACLA ?3 .CEN-
.CTLER .72346 JSl: °GS-Y 5'77}'.. :

J 21-40% CE 81--.004%

sacnow. OATS

S. 61.80

b. 41-60

18.
A, U-1.49 e 3.20-3.49

OVERALL GRADE POINT AVERAGE:

J 1.50-1.99 !'3.50.4.00
'D' 2.00-2.49 a,15-QUARTER) 2.50-2.99 FRESHMAN

19. SEX:
MI MALE
a FEMALE

0 0
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Appendix 3, continued
OREGON STATE VNIVERSTIY
STUDE%"r ASSESSMENT OF TF.ACwNG

lastrucmr's Name Depatanent cause #PIltle section U Date

Section M. Written Comments (Items 20 and 21).
The written comments in Section III will ONLY be seen by the Instructor and will NOTbe and by Administrators to evaluate insttvction.

20. If any item in Section I was scored below average (I or 2), please aplain your reasonfor msldng this decision. Your esplanationmay help the Instructor improve the quality
of the course.

21. Pkam comment on any aspects concerning this course or the Instructor (such as the
sating Points. wnlmesses, or lecomMendations concerning bow this course or
instruction might be improved).

If you would like your written comments to be used in the Iastraetoes file, please write a
SIGNED letter to the appropriate Departmental Chair.
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Appendix 4: UHC Written Evaluation

HONORS STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE - 1998 FALL QUARTER

TO THE HONORS STUDENT COMPLETING THIS INSTRUMENT: Your responses to the
items below are solicited by the University Honors College Council in its effort to
compile accurate information about our coursework. A summary of the student
responses will be prepared by the University Honors College Council, and the
summary and actual evaluation forms may be available for review by other honors
students and your professor after final course grades have been submitted to the
Registrar. You should complete the instrument during the class time provided by the
professor and have it collected by the honors student selected to do so.

COURSE PREFIX NUMBER PROFESSOR

1. What is your classification? Please circle: First Year Sophomore
Junior Senior

2. How many Honors credits have you completed before this term?

3. What is your college and major (if declared)?

4. Please circle your level of interest in the type of material studied in this course
(with "A" being very interested/enthusiastic and "F" being completely indifferent)

A B CC D F

5. What did you like most about his course, and what did you like least about it?
Why?

6. Were student interaction and participation encouraged?

7 Would you recommend that another Honors student take this course with this
professor? Why or why not?.

8. Please comment on the workload in this course, the applicability of the text
materials and assignments, the number of hours per week needed to prepare
properly, and whether the knowledge gained was appropriate to the workload.

9. Were the professor's expectations adequately conveyed by the syllabus, by
comments at the beginning of the term, etc? Please explain why you feel the way you
do.
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Appendix 4, continued

10. Were the grading procedures adequately explained in advance and fairly
applied? Please include appropriate details and suggested changes if you have any.

11. What suggestion(s) or advice would you give to either the professor or the UHC
staff to assist us in considering this course for future Honors offerings?

12. Please use this space to suggest ways students themselves might help to improve
this particular course.

On questions 13 and 14, "A: is the most positive response, and "F" the most negative
response.

13. On the whole, and in comparison with other OSU courses, was this a valuable
COURSE worthy of Honors credit? Please circle:

A B C D F

14. In your opinion, was the PROFESSOR dedicated to teaching an Honors-level
course? Please circle:

A B C D F

Questions? Call the University Honors College at 737-6400
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Appendix 5: Student-generated categories

Student analysts from The Chronicle counted and classified the
results of the student survey. These are their categories:

In what ways have the group evaluation sessions
worked for you?
improvements for next term
personalized evaluation
others' comments
more confidence with instructors
more in depth
good explanation of profs
communication between prof and students
ideas would be heard
student voice
more direction for teaching requirements
more confidential
teachers change for needs
helps me in class
don't work
conformist anarchy
interesting

In what ways have the group evaluation sessions not
worked for you?
too much time
not private enough
prof didn't care enough
better planning
unnecessary disagreement
needs to be at midterm
can't address individual problems
confusing
needs expanding
no change after
need more time
too repetitive
waste of time
should not obligate - something is wrong
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Appendix 5, continued

too much domination by personal opinion
averages opinion too much
majority rule

What practical suggestions do you have for improving
the process?
shorten time
food
smaller groups
perfect
make evals available to students
departments pay more attention
better planning
stress importance of opinion
brief discussion then written
midterms
do in more classes
50-50
more individual comments
get class credit for it
duplicate questions
more direct questions
have students involved

In what way have the written forms worked for you?
give feed back
quick and confidential
details strengths / weaknesses
written opinions
better than scantrons
thorough
easier to address individual problems
well
more anonymous
specific comments
ordered ideas
relevant questions
like to be able to sign for prof s file
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Appendix 5, continued

In what ways have the written forms not worked for
you?
no brainstroming
less thought
poor wording
bubbles are irrelevant
too long
not anonymous
no impact
bad questions
no feed back
have prof do it
broader reading scheme
harder to express
more room
not enough time
not thorough enough

What practical suggestions do you have for improving
the form?
more preliminary discussion
make available to all students
50/50
only use when necessary
use discussions
more confidential
get droppies [refers to students who dropped the class]
beginning evaluation -to address student needs
majors / classes should have own specific forms
give to all honors classes
eliminate essay
tighter
written midterm, final group
more in depth
shorten / condense
more time
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Date: Mor.. 9 Fe_-- 1998 09:06:02 -0800
.From: Vickie N.__.emaker <vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
epl _i-Tt: Asses.-.t of Teaching Task Force <.ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>

To: Mui_:ole recipients of list ASSFSSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>

Subject: 79: Assessment of Teaching]

Vickie... Can =u send to the Task Force? Maggie

Subject: Asses=:..ent of Teaching
Cate: Sat, - Feb 1998 10:34:54 -0800
From: 'Sevi--e, Mary Alice - COB' <Seville@bus.orst.edu>
To: 'Ni_ss, Margaret L.' <niessm@ucs.orst.edu>

You asked the :=Hors Council to discuss the Task Force report.

Unfortunately, we did not receive the copies of the report until the day of

our meeting this term. No one was willing to meet again to discuss the
report. 1 did ask all to read it and respond to you. Here are my thoughts:

1. I like the idea of being able to tailor the student evaluation forms.

2. 'Why shculd the director of the Center come from OSU? I think there

would be more credibility if it were someone from off campus with a
reputation/experience in similar positions.

S

3. S agree with the Center in theory, but have concerns if it can

accomplish what is
intended.

4. I agree in theory with the portfolio for assessment of teaching.

I'm afraid it will
assume a life of its own, in some units, and eat up the life of the

faculty
member especially for untenured faculty. Onc. it is established it

may not be
difficult to update.

<<Assessment of Teaching>>

message-ID: <6C;DA7BDD44BD11186230800096F6EDD040E8B@peterpan.BUS.ORST.EDU>

From: Seville@hus.orst.edu
To: niessm@ucs.orst.edu
Subject: Assessment of Teaching
Date: Sat, 7 Feb 1998 10:34:54 -0800
X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.1960.3)

You asked the Honors Council to discuss the Task Force report.

Unfortunately, are did not receive the copies of the report until the day of

our meeting t is term. No one was willing to meet again to discuss the

report. I did ask all to read it and respond to you. Here are my thoughts:

1. I like the idea of being able to tailor the student evaluation forms.

2. Why should _he director of the Center come from OSU? I think there

would be more credibility if it were someone from off campus with a

reputation!exrerience in similar positions.
3. T- agree W. _. the Center in theory, but have concerns if it can

accomplish what is intended.
4. I agree in theory with the portfolio for assessment of teaching. I'm

afraid it will assume a life of its own, in some units, and eat up the life

of the faculty -:ember especially for untenured faculty. Once it is

established may not be difficult to update.
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Date: wed, 18 Feb 1998 09:18:04 -0800
-rom: Vicki-- Nun emaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-_o: :,ssess:.ent of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORS".EL"U>
To: Mu:tiole recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSeSSTF@MAIL.ORST.E0U>
Subject: F'l: Task Force. Recommendation

.-rom: Cbermil:er Frederick
Sent: Monday, February 16, 1998 12:16 PM
To: Niess, Margaret L.
Subject: FW: reaching Task Force Recommendation

> Maggie, while and after reading the article in OSU This Week' my thoughts
> were dra«r. to the discussion regarding the proposal during our University
> Curri alum C: it meetings 10 days ago. I want to share some of that
> discussion briefly with you.

> Most of us are not trained teachers, we are trained researchers. Some of
> us are drawn--more as a matter of personality and personal
> satisfaction--into teaching, including external teaching via Extension,
> and less as a matter of our rewards system here, be it P&T or salary. But
> having been so drawn, those who commit themselves to becoming good
> teachers soon are frustrated.

> Those hired or retained as our admistrators are of the same lineage as the
> rest of us, so they too are usually research oriented, not teaching
> oriented. Sc thus both faculty who exercise immediate control over
> departmental ?&T recommendations, as well as administrators who approve or
> remand faculty P&T recommendations, are researchers first, teachers second
> if at all. The administrators also are in control of salary
> recommendations, so the scales tip badly against any form of reward for
> excellence in teaching, despite what the existing policy statements may
> say.

> If this is sc. then how can the suggested Center, dossiers, and teacher
> training programs encourage our faculty to in fact become better teachers?
> I submit they cannot. The barrier is not lack of institutions for
> training good teachers and documenting good teaching, but rather the
> absence of institutional recognition of good teachers and for good
> teaching. T.he proposal of the Task Force, in my opinion, misses the mark.

> We don't need a Center, dossiers, or teacher-training workshops. Building

> a bigger airport doesn't make the planes fly faster. We need the P&T
> committees and the Administration to put their dollars where their mouths
> are. Reward good teaching with advancement in rank, with tenure, and with
> salary enhancement. If you (third person) want to create an institution
> have it be a faculty oversight process that holds both the departmental
> P&T and the administrative processes accountable in rewarding good
> teachers for good teaching.

> And let the arket, meaning the students via their class and teacher
> evaluations, be the ultimate test of good teaching. To me it seems that
> any effort to discount or rationalize away the results of the class and
> teacher evaluation process is simply self-serving.

> Thanks for t:e opportunity to comment.

> Fred Cbe_nni::er
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Date: The. 1-7 Feb 1998 14:40:45 -0800
_rom: Vickie Nu:remaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@CRST.IDU>
Reply-T=: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAI:..ORST.EDU>
To: Multiple recipients f -'st ?SSESSTF <?SSFSSTF@M?.II.ORST. =U>

Subject: Ft;: College of Forestry response

am resending this message as text since several TF members could not open

the attacrment.

- vickie

From: Vicki.e.Nunnemaker@ORST.EL`U(SMT°:Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU]
Sent: Tuesday, -February 17, 1998 8:57 AM
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF
Subject: F'd: College of Forestry response

From: aanielss@ccmail.orst.edu(SMTP:danielss@canail.orst.edu]

Sent: Friday, February 13, 1998 3:31 PM
To: vickie.nurnemakeraorst.edu
Subject: College of Forestry response

The reaction of the COF taskforce to the University draft report on
teaching assessment is attached. I have appended two
versions--COFtext is in rich text format, and COF`aord is MSword 6.0.
Hopefully you will be able to read one or another of them.

I will not be on campus next week, you need anything from me, it will

need to be after 2/20.
<<MS Word document>> <<Unknown data type>>
<<MS Word document>> <<Unknown data type>>

Responses from the College of Forestry Taskforce on Teaching Assessment

The COF Taskforce met twice, and invited college-wide participation via
either e-mail or by attending a meeting. To summarize the discussion...

The mission of improving teaching at OSU is an important one, and a Center
for Teaching could aid in that mission. In addition, it is useful to
separate summative and formative evaluation and to clarify the role of
teaching assessment in ?&T decisions. The motivation behind the report
seems sound.

If one's perspective is on teaching improvement, having the Center focus on
assessment (which is certainly the flavor of the current report) is perhaps
misdirected. The report is predicated on the assumption that the most

direct way to i..prove teaching is through better assessment. There may well

be more direct ways in which a Center could assist teaching faculty at OSU.
One of the most obvious would be to re-instate a course in 'College and

University Teaching' that all graduate teaching assistants would take, that
all graduate students could take, and that all new instructors would take,
if they had not had a similar course elsewhere. Continuing education
offerings for current instructors would also be important. A high-quality

resource center could greatly assist the 'in-the-trenches' teaching faculty,

and would =rovide a service that is currently not available. It also makes

sense to get resources and recognition to the excellent teachers that we
have, and allow them to continue to lead the improvement of teaching by the
examples they set and the mentoring they provide.

But the draft report focuses much more on assessment than on teaching

improvement. avid if ore's perspective in or. improving assessment, however,
the reaction -- the retort differs considerably. The kinds of questions

that emerged from our discussion are:
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Why does it necessarily follow that centralization is more
efficient? Whatever design a centralized program would follow, it should
not negate or hinder the other efforts that might be occurring elsewhere in
the university.

Does this represent a move toward a standardized university-wide
evaluation format? (If so, that is a move that we would not support because
we fee: that our methods of assessment are equal or superior to the proposed
format.:

Why is the proposed 5-question form superior to the prior form? Why
are the .;sestiors so teacher-centered? (There is nothing about the quality
of the :earning resources or the availability of instructors outside of the
classrccm. in addition, these questions may not be particularly appropriate
for various forms of learner-centered course formats.)

Are you sure that the full range of OSU courses (projects, R&C,
distance learning, etc.) can adequately be evaluated using the same
mechanism?

Why is a single open-ended question sufficient? What kind of
information do you expect this question to generate, and is that information
adequate to your intended task?

How will the results of the teaching portfolio enter into the P&T
process? Page 5 states that 'portions of the portfolio may be used for the
P&T process'; who gets to decide what portions, and how will they be
considered vis-'-vis'the summative data?

Why do you suggest that *at least one member from each tenure unit
be trained in assessment and evaluation of teaching through the Center?'
Will that faculty member play a lead role in conducting or organizing the
peer evaluations in their unit?
* Will a portfolio be developed for every course that non-tenured
faculty teach?

There was also a panoply of questions related to organizational logistics
and pragmatics-how much time will this require, and of whom, does the
incentive structure reward this level of effort, does the incentive
structure even reward high quality teaching, etc.

short, our meetings surfaced considerable doubt that the draft proposal
represented 1) a model for a university-wide center with the most potential
to directly impact teaching quality at OSU or 2) a significant improvement
over the summative and formative evaluative procedures that currently exist
in the College of Forestry.
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Date: Thu, 12 F 1998 09:01:10 -0800
rom: Vickie.Nu:= eznaker@ORS LT

Reply-Tc: Assessment of Teat :in g Task Force <ASSFSSTF@MAIL.ORST.EU>
To: Mulzioie rec. ents of List ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.IDU>
Subject: Responses to Assessment TF Report

Vickie... will :-u send to the Assessment of Teaching Task Force and

also record this information? Thanks, Maggie

Hi Maggie,
I'm the =hair of the CLA Faculty Council. Here's our response to

the report from the Task Force on Teacher Assessment. Mike

> The Faculty C:_^.cil of the College of Liberal Arts met on Friday, Feb. 6

> to review the report of the Task Force on Teacher Assessment. The
> following su tarizes the main continents and recommendations.

> The members of the Council would like to extend their appreciation to the
> Task Force for diversifying the criteria by which faculty are instructed.

> In particular. the development of the portfolio has much to offer for both

> the development and assessment of teaching.

> Recommendations

> Page 1--the use of the term 'clients' in the first sentence should be
> deleted. Not c^.y does it raise a red flag (at the beginning of the
> document) that possibly would alienate faculty who are opposed to that
> term, but there is even some confusion as to exactly what/who constitute
> 'clients.' There is little to be lost in deleting it, and much to be lost

> by including _t.

> The terms 'formative' and 'summative' will be problemmatic for many
> faculty. They should be replaced by more universally understood
> adjectives.

> Bullet ; 2 and #3 seem to be a bit at cross-purposes, with one

> suggesting "periodic" assessment while the other says 'all classes, in
> all terms.' =t is recommended that clarification is also needed on how to

> achieve a balance between evaluative tools (forms, peer evaluation, etc.)

> necessary to obtain better data on teaching effectiveness.

> Page 2--Concern was expressed that there are inconsistencies between the
> title for the Center and its mission and goals. All of the latter focus
> on instruction and teaching, save for the one mention of marketing.

> No direct reference is made in the mission and goals as to
> 'learning' or 'related research.' Indeed, although the word 'Learning'
> appears before teaching in the label, it is not included in the mission
> and goals listed below. it was felt by several of the members that both
> learning and related research are vital parts of the mission of such a

> center, but that they can be viewed as parts of the central goal of
> improving teaching. It was suggested that a more focused label for the
> Center would be Center for Excellence in Teaching. It was also
> recommended that point #4 (on marketing) should be dropped from the
> missior. and ;=as. One member suggested that one of the goals should be
> to promote cross-disciplinary and inter-disciplinary courses across the
> colleges.

> Arot er member expressed the concern that the enter should make clear that
> supper- is given to face to face' instruction.
> As for to Center itself, the members of the Council were understanding
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> about its intent but lukewarm about supporting expenditures on it, even a:
> reduced amounts. In particular we are concerned that it not become like

> so many other efforts on capus which become fiefdoms more focused on
> preserring their existence than in providing a necessary (and measurable
> accountable) service. Consequently, the members suggested that we'd need

> a detailed budget and list of activities of the Center before any money

> could be spent on it. kctivities might include

> promoting learning ;how, what means),
> research (how, how integrated, how evaluated),
> a mentoring program nor teachers wanting help,

> ° a program to work or. teaching huge classes effectively,

> a clear plan showing how the Center will integrate/coordinate other

> such programs on campus,
> * a plan s=owing how the Center will interface with the efforts in

> distance lean erg,
> , a plan to show how it can improve and interdisciplinary and

> cross-disciplinary teaching (and team-teaching), etc.

> One member expressed the desire that such a center address alternative

> ways of motivating faculty to improve their teaching (rather than relying

> on altruism or punative measures--are there ways of getting faculty

> involved in improving teaching in a systemic way?). In essence, we
> suggest that we need very specific examples of how teaching and learning

> will be enhanced at OSU other than the occasional guest speaker from Ohio.

> or the C_at: program of some years ago, or other similar efforts. The

> ineffectiveness of such previous programs has left a lot of skepticism

> among faculty.

> One member suggested and several seconded the idea that one function of

> the Center could be to keep the public and other relevant groups aware of
> the structural limitations that make teaching difficult at OSU (for

> example, budget limitations that require large classes).

> A couple of members pointed out that the question of funding a new Center

> is moot in any event, especially in light of Pres. Risser's remarks to the

> Faculty Senate on Feb. 5 to the effect that we'll have a multi-million

> dollar shortage next year.

> Pages4-5--The concept of the portfolio is an excellent way to evaluate

> teachers and to improve (and hopefull reward) their effectivenss.

> Clearly, such a portfolio should be designed so as to interface with the

> guidelines for P and T. This is clearly an evaluative tool we should

> pursue. Members commented on a variety of logistical problems that need

> to be worked out (not every course every term can have a peer evaluator,

> etc.). but the concept drew favor from members of the Faculty Council.

> Page 5--the committee recommends that item #6 be altered to eliminate

> student reviewers--ire felt students should not be looking at faculty

> files.

> Page 7--Some =embers had trouble with this or that item on the bubble

> form; but since it is being used for student satisfaction, perhaps it's

> harmless enough. Member suggested that a 6th item be included, the one
> that reads "As a result of taking this course I have acquired significant

> knowledge and. or skills.' This follow on the idea that learning is an

> important part of teaching.

> The members feel that the use of the demographic section of this form

> should be e.anded and used in a meaningful way (for example, student
> response can be corre_ated with level of expected grades).

> Page 13---t is suggested that one of the tasks is to help departments

> coordinate de cgraphic and assessment data from the Student Satisfaction
> evaluati:.-s.
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Cate: fled, 18 Feb 1998 09:21:12 -0800
From: .-ckie Nunnemaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORS;.EDU>
Reply Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSF.SSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: %lu_tiple recipients of list ASS°BSSTF <ASSF.SSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: W: Assessment of Teaching Task Force Report (First Draft) (fwd)

Vickie... will you forward? Maggie

---------- Forwarded message ----------
Cate: T`.u, 12 Feb 1998 13:03:00 -0800
From: 'Nielsen, James - COB" <NielsenJ@bus.orst.edu>
To: niessm@ucs.orst.edu'" <niessm@uus.orst.edu>
Subject: FW: Assessment of Teaching Task Force Report (First Draft)

Maggie -

Here is the only comment that was made by the people on the College of
Business Focus Group.

Jim Nielsen

> -----Original Message-----
> From: Drexler John - COB
Sent: Monday, January 26, 1998 4:06 PM

> To: Nielsen, James - COB; Gobeli, David - COB; Shane, Barry - COB
> Subject: RE: Assessment of Teaching Task Force Report (First Draft)

> Jim,

> I have read through the subject document and am wondering whether we need
> to create all this bureaucracy to achieve these objectives. In short, I

> wasn't too thrilled about the recommendations. Were these based on our

> input?

> Specifically,

OSU used to have something like the proposed Center for
Excellence in Learning. I don't recall its name and am blocking on the name
of the director. It was the victim of one of the late-80's or early 90's
budget cuts. Mow is this different from that earlier program? Why didn't

that program work and why will this program work? What results will it

produce that we cannot already get without comniting 200K/yr. budget to it?

We in the COB already do much of the Periodic, systematic assessment
and evaluation of teaching.' Why add to the bureaucracy by requiring a

"Portfolio?" To me, this sounds like an additional administrative hurdle
that will eventually get in thte way of faculty getting work done.

We already require that all of our courses be evaluated every term.
Why create this adminiitrative structure to do what we already do?

I hate to sound so negative about this, but _'m concerned that the Task
Force's recommendations will further eat into already tough time demands.

> Jack Drexler

> -----original Message-----
> From: Nielsen. James - COB
> Sent: Wednesday. January 21, 1998 10:20 AM
> To: Drexler. john - COB; Gobeli, David - COB; Shane, Barry - COB
> Subject: Assessment of Teach g Task Force Report (First Draft)
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Date: Wed. 18 Feb 1998 12:42:55 -0800
From: Vickie Nunnemaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTFSMAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: F'nl: Curriculum Council - Student Assessment of Teaching

Some task force members were not able to read the attachment, so I'm
resending this message in text form.

-vicki e----------

From: Nunnemaker, Vickie L
Sent: Tuesday. February 17, 1998 3:03 PM
To: Burns, Leslie
Subject: RE: Curriculum Council - Student Assessment of

Teaching

Curriculum Council Discussion
Assessment of Teaching Task Force Document

The Faculty Senate Curriculum Council discussed the assessment of
Teaching Task Force Document during two meetings (January 29, 1998 and
February 5, 1998). Below is a summary of this discussion. These comments
were made by individual members of the Council and are not verbatim;
therefore, they do not necessarily reflect a consensus of the Curriculum
Council.

What definition was the task force using for 'excellent
teaching' and how do these assessments (i.e., student, peer) relate to this
definition?

What is the relationship between assessments of excellence
in teaching and student learning outcomes? Are there any assessments that
take into consideration what students learn?

its shorter.
The form appears to be what we're doing now, except that

How will the teaching portfolio be used in the P & T
process? In some units, the teaching portfolio will be perceived as just
additional work that will take away from efforts that 'really count' towards
P & T, that is, publications and grants. Faculty in some departments will
question whether it is worth doing or refuse to take the time needed to
develop teaching portfolios and conduct peer assessment of teaching as
described because of this belief.

If P & T is truly based on one's position description, then
for individuals who have teaching as part of their responsibilities, such a
Center might draw attention to the need to reward faculty on the basis of
their teaching.

The open-ended questions need to be worded so that they
elicit more than just negative comments. They should encourage students to
also write about the positive or effective aspects of the course as well as
hugs that might be unproved. The form used by the Honors College might be
used as a made*.

One of the student members of the Curriculum Council noted
that the cpen-ended questions should be available to more than just the
-:st-uctor.
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w.id-term evaluations, particularly open-ended questions,

should be encouraged/required.

-f one of the goals of the assessments and the Center are to

charge the culture of ^e university toward recognizing and valuing teaching

more, it probab__ won't happen. At the department level, the culture

associated with ? & T is discipline-based. There will be resentment among
some faculty to do a lot of work in developing portfolios when, externally
and within their discipline, such work does not mean much toward P & T.

=.-s the gcals of the Center, it should indicate that the

Center will take more of a leadership role in improving teaching.

* It was interpreted that the Center would 'take over' the
other faculty development efforts associated with improvement of teaching

that are already on campus (e.g., WIC, DPD).

The name of the Center might be confused with the Center for
Writing and Leaz-sing which is a student-based center.

* Where will the budget for the Center come from? Will this

mean that there is less money for units? Faculty representatives to attend
training at the Center will be perceived by some as "just one more thing to
do'.

In establishing the mission and goals of the Center, would

it be appropriate to include a statement about meeting the needs of
culturally, linguistically and learning diverse students?

In the guiding principles for Development of Teaching
Portfolios would it be appropriate to include evidence of revisions to

courses /material based upon feedback?

->end of report



388

Date: 'lied. 18 Feb 1998 39:24:05 -0800
From: ._c:cie Nunnemaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker2ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assessment_ o_ Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL-ORST-ECU>
To: Mu_t-;le recipients of list ASSESSTF <aSSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: Assessment Teaching (.ad)

Vickie... cu send cut? Maggie

---------- Forwarded message ----------
Date: T:e, 17 Feb 1998 37:11:38 -0800
_rom: ---- Schuster <schustej@ccmail.orst.edu>
To: niessm@ucs.orst.edu, Anthony Wilcox <wilcoxa@canail.orst.edu>,

Leslie Davis Burns <Leslie. Burns@orst. edu>
Cc: Matt DeVore <devcre.^..,?ccmail.orst.edu>
Subject: Assessment of Teaching

Maggie -

Thanks for the opportunity to take a look at the Assessment of Teaching
recommendation. It looked to be very thorough in its emphasis on the quality
of teaching and providing avenues for ever improving quality.

As our resident marketing consultant, I thought I'd share some of my
perspectives with you or. how we might use the tools to further improve
awareness of the outstanding teaching efforts on this caws. I often find
myself as all good marketing people do :-)) as the supporter of
customer. client choices and information.

Today, our students as customer/ clients have access to more choices of
colleges to attend and places to get college credit leading to an OSU
degree. T- don't recall if we've talked about this in Cabinet directly, but
in Fall term, over 300 currently enrolled OSU students chose to pay extra
for courses they took over at LBCC. This may have
been due to scheduling issues. It also may have been due to their
perceptions about their ability to find a similar course here at OSU with a
professor whose teaching style matches their learning style. Or because they
thought they'd be more satisfied with their instructor at LBCC. Or for a
combination of reasons.

have found in my work on campus that students, of course, already get
information about teaching quality through informal or semi-formal means -
through their fraternity/ sorority peers, through college unit advisors
(about other colleges), from units like EOP. When I have followed up on
issues students were concerned about
based or. the information they had been given by peers or by professionals,
more often than not, the information was inaccurate or out of date. These
information sources appeared to be biased in a number of ways which prevents
accurate information about teaching quality and effectiveness from being
commun__ated to students well.

So, where am I going with all this, you ask as you bask in the subtropics?
I'd propose that we develop a tasteful, respectful way to communicate about
the positive comments students have re: our instructors. That we publish
this information regularly so that our students will have more independent,
timely information about now to choose an instructor that will meet their
needs better and will contribute toward a more satisfying experience.
believe that approach will eventually contribute toward the higher
retention and graduation rates that we all seek for our students. 1 d like
to see this concept as a part of our overall Assessment of Teaching
coirsnu:._catcon.

To you a;r_ee?

T:
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Date: Wed. 18 Feb 1998 15:23:01 -0800
From: 11L=kie N.:n emaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDA>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.CRST.r U>

To: Mul=_ple re_ p ients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: P : Co: of ?ha--n Response to Assess of Teach Task Force Draft

From: _:ockj@c-ail.ors=.edu[SMTP:block]@cctmail.orst.eduj

Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 1998 3:03 PM
To: Fac_lty.Senate@ors=.edu
Cc: delandeg@c nail.orst.edu; haxbyd@ohsu.edu; robertco@ccnail.orst.edu;

rodrigro?ccmai:.orst.edu; stennetd@ceoail.orst.edu
Subject: Col of ?harm Response to Assess of Teach Task Force Draft

Febriary 18, 1993

TO: Maggie Niess, ?resident
Faculty Senate

FROM: College of Pharmacy Focus Group
John H. Block, Chair
Gary E. DeLander
Dean Haxby
Rosita J. Rodriguez
Douglass J. Stennett

SUBJECT: Response to the Assessment of Teaching Task Force
Draft Report

The URL for the draft of the Assessment of Teaching Task Force's report was

sent to each member of the College of Pharmacy's Focus Group with the

request for an evaluation. Here is a summary of their responses. Please
bear in mind that this is not a consensus response but summary of comments.

Center for Lea-ring
A center is not a bad idea in theory. These have been used at other

universities and seem to have provided significant benefit. The activities

of the Center, however, would seem to fall within the current
responsibilities of the academic affairs office. If necessary, hire

someone to meet some of the needs described. If it appears that good things

are happening but these goals can not be achieved within the walls of

academic affairs, then let's talk about a center. In today's technology,

one might even ask if every university needs their own independent center.

I also remember an office for teaching excellence and it seems unlikely

you can simply set up a new center and expect everyone to flock to it. It

will require some sales and a building period. Again this could be
started by an individual within the academic affairs, rather starting with

another layer of bureaucracy.

Furdi:.g the center. It is somewhat naive to expect significant cost

savings across campus, simply because we now have a center. I doubt that

cost saving will be realized. It is also somewhat naive to simply say the
people chosen to lead the center will get some grants. This is becoming a

very competitive area of funding. I would agree with John. that
non- instructional research grants do already contribute to instruction.

Creating false distinctions between scholarship and instr:ction should be

last thing this center would want to do. (It is also not clear whether the

center will also take --he indirect that normally is returned to the college.
Like the technology resource fee, I'm also not certain how easy it will be
for a college our size =t get its money's worth.) Finally, several
offices on campus have reverted to fee for service to support their
opera=ions. :dill that also be the destiny of this f=ice? Will we be
required to pay for scmecne to conduct student evaluations that we currer.ty
handle in house?
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The rec= .enc-z ion to establish a center, in my opinion, is flawed.
Another laver of acminis:ratior. is not what this university needs. No

matter what _ =all it or who operates it, it will be an administrative
structure. seems appropriate to me, in light of shrinking budgets, that
Academic -ffa:rs or some other appropriate part of an already existing
structure could and should provide the support for our faculty to be the

best then can = . It shouldn't "cost' more to do it, and the suggestion
to fund it with overhead is unrealistic and penalizes the faculty even

more.

I have been around long enough (32 years) and remember a similar
operation h, ch, overall, was not too well received by much of the faculty.
1 would like to see examples from other comparable institutions
(compara.!D-e means research universities). Then we could contact our
colleagues and see how they use these centers.

I am concerned about the funding for the proposed center. The Task Force
proposed using :h_e indirect costs from instructional research grants
assuming that these funds have supported laboratory-based research projects
that may have 'tangential student interaction." I would argue that a
properly rn graduate program has just as much instruction as undergraduate
instruction. rther the indirect funds from "laboratory research grants
are subsidizing undergraduate instruction in many departments.

Teaching Pcr_fo.ios
As for --'-e teaching portfolios, I believe efforts aimed at improving

teaching is great. if a portfolio does improve teaching, then it should be
considered.

Developing a teaching portfolio is a nice idea, especially for faculty
looking elsewhere, but the way it was presented here seemed to place another
heavy burden on the faculty member to "defend" themselves rather than to

help improve teaching. I have been in academia long enough to know the

portfolio iv.i.. become part of the P&T dossier simply because we have nothing

else to evaluate teaching except the 1-5 forms.

I served on an American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy committee
several yea--s ago that considered teaching portfolios. I left that

committee wi::m an impression that they can be very helpful, but also very
time cons,.:-_:.g. There would have to be a lot of work up front to allow easy
assembly of a portfolio and the information in it. This would seem

appropriate to assemble at some specific schedule. Lets say every 3 years

or so, perhaps less frequently for senior people. The personnel committee
or some other committee) would have to be willing to assist in evaluation

of these portfolios and in making recommendations for improvement. I don't
doubt the value of a portfolio, but in a college our size I would think we
may be able to meet the same goals with a less formal discussion of
teaching.

These are _ e in-things at the moment. Properly done, they seen to
improve teach-' g. The faculty have to be careful that they don't become
part of the Pa: dossier. Years ago, student surveys were meant only for the
instruct== to aid in improvement of faculty teaching. Now that they are a
required pa--: of the dossier, and there are questions about how useful they
are at teaching. See the recent article in the Chronicle of
Higher w ca:_..._.

Student Teat my Assessment
'm all anything to improve the current bubble sheet and the two part

form sounds like a reasonable thing to try. It sounds unreasonable for the
Center =: __.._ster an process all the forms. They would need a huge
staff t e. this off and dealing with clerical details would seem to
detract from the broader goal of improving teaching. This seems like some
work made_ t: :help ;us:ify the center. : also agree that evaluation of
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every teacher every quarter in every class is unrealistic and not
productive.

Last.:, I agree with Gary about improving the current bubble sheet. The
reduction from to 5 questions with a comment sheet may reduce the
'fatigue' factor you mentioned. I also believe that the new instructors
should be evaluated more often than tenured faculty so that the Pharmacy
students are nct overwhelmed with number of evaluations to be filled out
with team taught courses.

There needs to be flexibility in the timing of these. Our experience has
been that a 'fatigue' factor sets in with our students if they have to fill
them out every term for every instructor, particularly in team taught
multi-term courses. New instructors should use the forms more often.
Senior faculty a-ready have a baseline and may need to use the form after
they have comp:e_ed their segment of the course.

Another problem is that, at least in Pharmacy, we have many experiential
courses (clerkships and externships) that don't fit the model exhibited by
the sample questions in the Task Force draft.

Surmnar1'
I guess that's it. The bottom line is that many of the things they would

like to do sound like they could be helpful. I'm not sure it requires a
center and I don't think we should have to pay for it.

Overall, the interest in emphasizing evaluation of teaching and
recognizing excellence in teaching is a good idea. I just don't think this
report is the %ay to accomplish that without putting the faculty on the
defensive again.

...
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Date: Wed. 18 Feb 1998 16:19:48 -0800
From: .i kie Nun emaker <vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: ?ssessnent of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.CRST.EDU>

To: Mul:_ l_ rec z.=ients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORS.'.SDU>
Subject: Fi: Draft Resporce for Teaching Task Force

From: _u=kem@c =.ail.Ors:.edu[SMTP:burkem@CCmaii.orst.edu]
Sent: iieddnesdav, February 18, 1998 3:57 PM
To: niess.n@ucs.orst.edu
Cc: vickie.nun =maker%orst.edu; dutsont@ccmail.orst.edu
Subject: Draft ?esponce for Teaching Task Force

Maggie

This is to Co.:ege of Agricultural Sciences response to your request for
input or. the task force recommendations for assessment of teaching. We have
not con,,ened a faculty focus group but I have talked to faculty and unit
administrators to get their impressions.

There is general skepticism about the need for a Center for Learning,
Teaching and Related Research. Part of this relates to the cost in a
fiscally restrained budget and the diversion of resources away from teaching
to teaching support. Some observations were that professional societies,
NASULC,C workshops. ....... are available now and are a more cost efficient
way to get the information to our faculty. We had such a national workshop
at Newport this year and next year the workshop will be in Idaho. Many of
the faculty fear seeing the funds diverted.

There is interest in the concept of a teaching portfolio and such portfolios
have been on the agenda of these national and regional teaching workshops
which I described above. Some departments are making use of portfolios now
and others are not. The faculty view is mixed with some faculty being highly
supportive. Suggestions range from the university having a center, to the
collage sponsoring regional and national teaching workshops, to NACTA
(Nation. Association of College Teachers of Agriculture) doing this......

All courses in Z AS are evaluated now every time they are taught. There is
general support for this concept. Many of the departments are looking for
better Nays of peer
evaluation of teaching by other faculty. Many units and faculty are looking
for better gays of 'refereeing' teaching as a way of validating their work.
This is particularly true
for the faculty teaching distance or web based courses. There is discussion
of national/ international review of distance courses by ADEC and others.

I hope this will be of use to you. Let me know if I can be of further
assistance.

Mike Burke, Associate rear .................Associate Director
College of Agricultural Sciences .......Ag Experiment Station
137 Strand Hal: ............... Phone/voice mail: 541-737-5657
Oregon State t=iversity....... E-mail: burkem@ccmail.orst.edu
Corvallis. Oregon 9733:........... Mobil phone: 541-740-6827
USA ........................................FAX: 541-737-2256
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Date: Fri. 20 Feb 1998 08:36:52 -0800
From: Vickie ,1un_ emaker <Jickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: Mul:_p_e recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: F';: :YTC Response to Assessment of Teaching Task Force Draft

February 1-3. _993

TO: _"aggie Viess, President
Faculty Senate

:ROM: instructional Development and Technology Committee

SUBJECT: Comments regarding the assessment of Teaching Task
Force raft Report

Center for Learning
The older faculty who remember a similar operation (at least perceived as

being similar) that was at OSU several years ago have serious doubts about
this recommendation. Some committee members would like to see examples of
centers that have operated successfully (define successfully?) on other
campuses. Younger members of the committee believe that a learning center
could be very useful. It could provide skilled mentoring of the faculty
member's teaching, something that is not always available in the faculty
member's department.

There is real concern about funding the Center using the returned
overhead from instructional research grants. What may have caused this
negative reaction was the term 'tangential student interaction' in the text

of the Task Force's draft report. As written, the draft force is
potentially perpetuating the separation of the teaching/ research
communities at OSU. Ideally, the two should reinforce each other.

Teaching Portfolios
There didn't seem to be any problems with this part of the draft report

except the fear that the portfolios will eventually end up as part of the P
& T Dossier.

Student Teaching Assessment.
There was no problem with using them. Good or bad, they are a fact of

university life. There was concern about how often they should be used,
particularly with the senior faculty whose base lines have been
established. There also was concern that it was more important to 'teach
safely' in order to obtain good numbers. Is it possible to develop
instruments that give the faculty important feedback without the information
going into a personnel file? This type of feedback could be part of a
teaching portfolio.

It was brought to the committee's attention that the College of Business
is developing an on-line, TAeb-based student teaching assessment survey which
would cut down on staff overhead and class time to administer. The task
force may want to evaluate this approach.
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Cate: F__, 20 Feb 1998 09:29:15 -0800
From- `::<ie Nu emaker <7ickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-T:: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.r'DU>
To: Mul=e ie re::pients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: Fri: Task Force for Assessment of Teaching report

Vickie.. can you forward to the Task Force? Maggie

Roy.Arncld@ors:.edu wrote:

> Maggie:

> At =:.is morning's meeting of the Academic Deans, there was some
discussion of --he report and recommendations of the Assessment of Teaching
Task Force. You will likely receive these comments from individual
responses from leans, in some cases reflecting discussions with faculty
within =heir respective colleges. I thought that I would summarize the
major points from this morning's discussion for your information and
consideration.

One dean indicated that their faculty's reactions were negative,
in part related to the mandated one size fits all' approach in the report,
when their college already has in place a good college-level process for
assessment of teaching involving collection of student input and a peer
review process

> Concern was expressed regarding the bureaucratic infrastructure
for teaching assessment recommended by the Task Force

> * Another observation was that the Task Force should not venture
into proposed funding models, but rather should offer their recommended
structure and process and identify the resources needed to implement their
recommendations

> The degree to which the recommendations reflect current
literature on effective teaching was questioned, with the observation that
the re=cr= reflects a more limited and outdated model (teacher in front of
the classroom, teacher in their office, etc.)

> Concerns were expressed about inclusiveness of the proposed
assessment mode. .... aspects of graduate teaching, mentoring, Extension
teaching, etc. seem to be overlooked

> Another question was whether the proposed process was workable
.... with the observation that evaluations needed to be collected in the
:lassrocm when the students complete them to achieve substantial return
rates of =he comoleted forms

The footnote that the recommendations represented 'three
inseparable parts" was interpreted by some as indicating that the Task Force
wasn't really interested in considering further input

> - Views regarding the development of teaching portfolios were
.nixed; or.e dean indicated that their faculty had made it clear that they
were nc= interested in that approach as a replacement for their current very
good internal process .-r in addition to it), while another indicated that
faculty ;cr:f:__o development was required in their college, and that the
experience was generally positive.

> Fav_ _czaffer, a member of the Task Force, did an excellent job in

representing the mhi.nk ng and views of the Task Force in response to
uestions and :ocments. and could provide further commentary on this
morning's discussion. Having heard the discussion among her academic dear.
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colleagues, she will a sc be in a good position to interpret that discussion
for the benefit of the -ask Force.
> Roy



396

Date: Fri. 23 Feb 1998 13:41:28 -0800
From: Nunnemaker <'lickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Asses:..-.t of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF?MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: Mu_t.p:e rec pi=nts of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: Ti: C:- Feedback for Teaching Task Force

College of Home Economics and Education Focus Group on Assessment of
Teaching Feb. 13, 1998:

Present: lice Morrow
Lillian La- mood
Mark Merick.e
Warren Suz_.ci
Cheryl Jordan
Sa: dia He:-.ilk (recorder)

The document is "teacher-centered", not "student-centered." The
assessment should be about "how much have you learned." Learning, not
teaching, is the end goal. Were told we are supposed to create a "learning
environment'; this process is all about teaching, not learning.

The tone of the entire proposal on instructional assessment is
"distrust and fear." Faculty are distrusted so procedures are needed to
prevent faculty cheating. Fear is then used to force faculty to improve
their teaching. Distrust and fear work until they are no longer threats.
Distrust and fear are needed when decision makers, including faculty, are
unwilling to (:::fill their responsibilities.
ASSESSNL'"'NT FORM.

Teaching assessment can't be uniform across the institution--it can't
be one size fits all." This attempt works against the movement of the
university toward more flexibility in course delivery, instructional
methods, etc. We can't be stuck in the one instructor for each class"
mode; it is desirable to have team efforts. Course delivery through
seminars and field experience do not lend themselves to assessment by this
process. _= is difficult to see that one form is appropriate for the
first-year instructor, the third-year review, the tenure decision time, and
the post-tenure evaluation.

Faculty participating in OSU Statewide delivery and Extension
educational programs are evaluated through the same promotion and tenure
process as campus faculty who teach with traditional methods. There are no
allowances for non-credit, informal educational experiences. In particular,
faculty with appointments in Extension would find the assessment form and
proposed procedures inappropriate and unworkable for the variety of
educational experiences they provide Oregon citizens. The university is
moving in the direction of non-traditional instructional methods; there is
little in this document that reflects the 21st Century for higher education.

is s:,nifica_nt that the members of the task force that developed the
docnnen appear to be resident faculty with traditional teaching
assignments; --'-ere appears to be no one representing the off-campus teaching
faculty.

One exam.e of the inconsistency is the assessment question
"Zastruct:r has been fair in dealing with me." It is difficult to know how

is wcu'.d apo_: in a
non-graded. -ncn-credit class that meets, perhaps, one evening. Another
example is the ...sunders=anding of who the *supervisor" is for off-campus
faclt-'; it is not
clear if t:.e __-rty Staff Chair or the Department Head of the campus
academic home =ar=icipates in the assessment process.

There is confusion as to whether the five questions are intended to
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io prove instruction or evaluate teaching effectiveness. Who is the

intended audience for the
results of student responses to the five questions? In the shortened

university-,aide form, the first four items describe processes of teaching,

and the fifth the outcomes
or product of teaching. The five items seem appropriate but also

insuffi:lent for formative assessment of traditional instruction. The

fifth it=si, teaching
effectiveness, seems appropriate for suirmative assessment, but the four

processes items are problematic. Summative assessment is usually

associated with consumers of instruction, including products. For these
cliente.e, process data, such'as organization, methods, time and operating
and purc:.as i-ig costs, would be very appropriate for decisions on adopting
or continuing f,=ding of instruction and instructional products. For
promotion and tenure, however, process data will not inform decision makers
about I.structicnal effectiveness if learning is used as the criterion for

effecti%reness. The same processes used by different people often result in

different learning.

CFT]TER FOR EXC=t E CE IN LEAP m 3, TE?,CHIZZ AND RELATED
RESEARCH.

It is unclear whether or not the Center will support adult education
and non-traditional teaching methods, especially those used in OSU Statewide
and Extension.
Will it have materials and resources? Given the state of budgets for
academic units, will there be further deterioration in the amount of
supplies and services
provided by departments for teaching faculty that further compromises
teaching effectiveness. For example, the instructional equipment that has
been provided free of charge by Media Center; if that were to be provided
only for a fee, it would do more damage to teaching effectiveness than the

lack of a Center. It does not
appear that funds can be found for the center that would not have to be
taken from some unit in a way that would weaken teaching effectiveness.

There is concern that the Center is expected to monitor teaching
assessvent. Their presence may be helpful in improving instructional
techniques, but we do
not need a 'big brother' watching over us apart from our unit

administrators.

TEACHD G PORTFOLIO.

The portfolio might have merit since it could provide additional ways

to evaluate instruction. Including both formative and summative information
in the same
document seems counterlproductive and therefore highly questionable.
Summative assessment is appropriately associated with promotion and tenure,
and fo-^'ative
assessment is appropriately associated with instructional improvement.
These p,_-noses for or roles of assessment, however, are very different and
could very well conflict. If doing things differently is inherent to
instructional improvement, then formative assessment should pose very
little risk to those trying to improve their teaching. On the other hand,
summat_re assessment by its very nature is high stakes for faculty. The

institution should encourage experimentation in teaching; the proposed
process forces faculty to be conservative and safe.

Student reviews of portfolios doesn't work for off-campus students;
contact may be i frequent, sporadic, ever. one-time only interaction. Is

this s. dent review o portfolios similar to student input for promotion
and tenure as it is now obtained? Are student reviewers eected to
observe class? Isn't this redundant?
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Peer review is difficult for off-campus faculty at isolated sites in

distant parts of tae state. They are likely to be the only faculty member

with that subject
specialization in that location. Also, there is not likely to be anyone

but the instruct== present to administer an assessment form at a evening

class at a distant location.

Recorded by Sandra Helmick.
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Date: Fr:. 20 1998 17:15:51 -0800
-From: Vick_e Nu:. emaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EM>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTFr @MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF2.AIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: PiJ: Assessment of Teaching Task Force Report

> ----------
> From: .:ohnson, Duane
> Sent: Friday, February 20, 1998 3:55 PM
> To : Fac.:I t y Senate
> Subject: Assessment of Teaching Task Force Report

> February 20, _398

> To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force

> From: :,bane P. Johnson, Chair
> Faculty Senate P&T Committee

> Subject: Feedback from Focus Group Discussion

> The Faculty Senate P&T Committee met and discussed several items. We
> evaluated the proposal from its application to all faculty - those
> teaching for credit classes, those teaching not for credit courses,
> faculty in Extension and Extended Education roles, those teaching through
> non traditional methods such as Web and Satellite. The comments are
> reflected in the following observations.

> We applaud the focus on encouraging and supporting excellence in teaching
> at the undergraduate and graduate level. At the same time we hope the
> committee will relate to the concept of 'learner centered' education
> rather than only 'teacher centered.' In the P&T process teaching as
> related to 'learner centered' outcomes is critical. We also wish that
> equal focus is reflected for the Extension faculty who are teaching with
> audiences in non formal and non graded environments.

> In general we feel that the Task Force Recommendation is flawed based on
> the following:

> The focus of the Center should be designed to assist faculty
> with methods and effectiveness to accomplish learner based outcomes.
> We question the wisdom of the Center having a focus on
> instructional research when this could and should be done in the School of
> Education.
> Is the budget realistic to the expected function. If the
> Center is going to do the management of the evaluation scores of all
> departments, colleges including off campus programming we question if
> there is a large enough budget. Several asked the question by .

> centralizing this function can timely response be expected. Some felt
> this f'.:nct:cr. was better housed in the colleges.
> _f faculty are going to support a Center there is need to
> understand the benefit to the faculty on and off campus. This also needs
> to support credit, non-credit, formal and non-formal educational efforts.

> The Task Fore speaks about three components to assessment of teaching.
> They are Teaching Portfolio, Student Teaching Assessment and Peer
> Evaluation. he Task Force has not completed their task in that they have
> not addresses Peer Evaluation. This is a critical part of the P&T process
> and should be addressed at this time -not in the future. This should
> address issues such as how to be done, what to be the criteria and by
> whom.

> The repcr: needs to have a major adjustment in terminology. Either drop
> reference to ':n campus' or errand the ten ..nolog r to include off campus,
> forma: and non formal education.
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> There is tremendous resistance to the concept of the portfolio. The

> following need to be considered:

> 'he content of the portfolio should not require significant
> additional wor< on the part of the faculty. The faculty are very busy and
> this needs to he easily achieved.
> Will the portfolio be for annual "Prof.' reviews or done
> periodically.
> The portfolio should be left as optional to the college
> and/or departments. It may not be relevant to all colleges or
> departments. For the P&T process the portfolio would be relevant and the
> department level as it re-enforces that 'teaching is important'. We have
> reservations or. the use of the portfolio at the college or university
> level for P&T.

> We basically support the shorter 'bubble form'. However, we question the
> relevance of item 4. The instructor was fair in dealing with me'. This
> item is not relevant to non-credit or non formal teaching. The proposed
> form and scale needs to apply to all faculty on and off campus.

> Under Guiding Principles for Development of Teaching Portfolios item e.
> needs to be expanded to include:

> E`valuation of teaching for P&T also includes under graduate
> student evaluation (beyond evaluation scores), graduate evaluation (beyond
> evaluation scores) and former graduate evaluations. This is usually done
> through surveys and focus groups led and completed students.
> .he above will also apply to the non formal and Extension
> teaching.

> Item d. is critical to the success. The faculty member needs to be an
> active member in the process.

> Under the description of the portfolio item one needs to read 'Description
> of teaching responsibilities, philosophy of teaching, and environment of
> teaching (i.e. non-formal, Extension, laboratory, field work etc.)

> Description of peer needs to be made for Peer Evaluation. For P&T we
> recommend that they be tenured faculty at or above the level the faculty
> member is being considered for promotion. There also needs to be a way to
> obtain input =n audience, teaching methods, teaching presentation and
> style in the teaching environment.

> The statements that relate to student need to be student/learner.

> The assessment of teaching does not speak to the importance of a mentor.
> We feel that the assignment of a carefully selected mentor to all new
> faculty with teaching responsibility will be very effective in improving
> faculty performance in teaching. Teaching is equally important to
> scholarship in the Promotion and Tenure Process.

> Duane P. Johnson
> Professor
> -Ectensicr. Scecialis:
> 4-H Youth Deve .ocmen . Education
> 105 Ballard =xttension. Hall
> Oregon State _niversi:y
> Corral-:s. CR 37331-3578

> Phone: (34:' 37-131:
> FAX: 54: 737-'_332
> 3na41: uare.Joh sor.0aorst.edu



401

Date: Fri, 20 Feb 1998 17:17:04 -0800
From: Vickie Nun=emaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTFS AT-L.ORST.EDU>
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: FW: Assessment of Teaching

> ----------
> From: Rutledge, Jim
> Sent: Friday, February 20, 1998 4:56 PM
> To: Faculty Senate
> Cc: Green, ?.insey B.; Helmick, Sandra; Houglum, Lyla
> Subject: Assessment of Teaching

> Feedback on Assessment of Teaching

> Having reviewed the web pages on Assessment of Teaching, I have a few
> basic observations to share.

> 1. I applaud the Faculty Senate for tackling the situation, and creating
> a task force to study it in detail. It is a good idea for us to think
> about the teaching/ learning situation and how to improve it in all our
> endeavors.

> 2. Just as the Promotion and Tenure guidelines have been re-written to
> take a more inclusive look at teaching, so should this document and
> process. Zr. this context, teaching should be viewed more from the
> standpoint of all educational or learning experiences for which a faculty
> member is responsible. This might include formal classroom, Extension
> class, internship, or any other University experience that is intended to
> have an educational outcome.

> 3. The document specifically does not address Extension, non-formal, and
> some distance delivered educational activities very well.

> 4. Individua. departments and faculty should be given more credit for
> determining the most appropriate ways to teach their particular discipline
> and content. The purpose of the process should be primarily self
> evaluation for the purpose of continued professional growth as an
> educator. in short: one size does not fit all.

> 5. On the assessment Corm, the item 'Instructor has been fair in dealing
> with me" is inappropriate in some settings where grades are not given.
> This question will only lead to misunderstanding.

> 6. If we are going to have a Center for Excellence in Learning, I think
> it should be Located in the School of Education. The Center might draw on
> faculty from all over the campus, but the core of such a center must
> certainly be with those faculty who have the credentials to contribute to
> the process.

> 7. To evaluate every course every term may not be reasonable. This would
> certainly be a burden on Extension Service faculty, especially if someone
> other than a close colleague had to do the evaluation. It would be an
> interesting challenge to figure out how to get an outside evaluator to
> every session held in Burns, or John Day, or Enterprise.

> 8. Careful consideration must be given to the portfolio concept. This
> could. easily become a "sub-vita" for everyone to complete, and could
> become an excessive time commitment. While we have a responsibility to
> the academy, we also have a responsibility to the paying public, and we
> don't need additional burdens placed on the already stressed faculty
> unless there is clear pay off in better service to the public.

> Thank you for asking for feedback. I hope this will be helpful.
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Date: Thu, 7 May 1998 12:21:41 -0700
From: Maggie Niess <niessm@UCS.ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.F.DU>
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: College of Forestry reaction to second draft (fwd)

Well, this should tell you that what we did was recognized by some.
Maggie

---------------------------------------------------------------------
Maggie Niess Email: niessm@ucs.orst.edu
Science and Mathematics Education Phone: (541) 737-1818
Oregon State University FAX: (541) 737-1817
Corvallis, OR 97331

Hope you have a good day!
---------------------------------------------------------------------

---------- Forwarded message ----------
Date: Thu, 7 May 1998 :_:29:57 -0700
From: Steven Daniels <danielss@cc:mail.orst.edu>
To: niessm@ucs.orst.edu
Subject: College of Forestry reaction to second draft

I was unable to convene a quorum of our College-level teaching
assessment committee to review the second draft of the report by the
Assessment of Teaching Task Force.

However, two of us have discussed the draft and feel that it is quite
a sensible way to proceed. We reviewed each recommendation
individually, and concurr with them. We also regard the entire set of
recommendations as a reasonable strategy.

Personally, I feel that the Task Force should be commended for making
such extensive changes between the first and second drafts. It is
rare, in my professional experience, that feedback is used that
substantively.
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Date: Tue, 3 Mar 1998 13:40:11 -0800
From: Vickie Nuu emaker <Vickie.Nunnemaker@ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assess.:.ent of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: Fd: Task Force for Assessment of Teaching Report (fwd)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
Date: Tue. 3 Max- 1998 08:09:15 -0800
From: Ardrew.Hasaimoto@orst.edu
To: niessm@ucs.crst.edu
Subject: Task Force for Assessment of Teaching Report

Maggie,

The Task Force report was discussed at the February Undergraduate Education
Council meeting. The following are the minutes of our discussion: (Note:
Prior to the meeting, Hashimoto had requested that Council members come
prepared to discuss the draft report prepared by the Faculty Senate's Task
Force for the Assessment of Teaching].

Hashimoto briefly summarized the goal of the Task Force and recommendations
contained in their draft report. He then asked for comments from the
Council members.

Robbins concluded that the recommendations of the Task Force were
attractive. However, the mechanisms needed to make it all work are viewed
as being incredibly cumbersome and complex; especially for small
departments. The process will be time consuming. How will this feed into
the current promotion and tenure guidelines?

Schwartz, who is a member of the Task Force, responded by stating that:
(1) The student survey would not change significantly.
(2) The teaching portfolio is not significantly different than the
current arrangement.
(3) Peer review is already being done.
(4) Examples of student portfolios (will be new). ????????????
(5) lnclusi= of a course syllabus, for the most part, is already
routine in most :nits.

What is really new, is the Task Force's recommendation to create a new
Center for Excellence in Learning, Teaching and Related Research. The new
Center will:
(1) make life easier for faculty;
(2) construct the student survey evaluation forms;
(3) customize student evaluation survey forms (an option on the part of
the faculty
member);
(4) train peer reviewers; and
(5) make se^..i:.ars and workshops available to faculty--to help improve
the teaching
of OSU's diverse faculty members.

Robbins still believed that the recommendations would be cumbersome to
implement. Assessment and evaluation would be too prescriptive.

Schwartz responded that the new Center would be available as a resource to
faculty:
Cl) to do peer reviews;
(2) to pro.-de training;
(3) to do assessments of teaching; and
(4) to ser^:e as a clearinghouse on the status of research on teaching
effectiveness
and instructional improvement techniques.
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Currently, the -only information being collected and evaluated is the student

satisfaction surrey. Schwartz pointed out that chairs do not know what to

do with ineffect_a. faculty. if implemented, chairs could send faculty

members to the Center to help him or her improve their teaching

responsibilities. The Center could also help to distinguish where problem

areas are located and recommended ways to make teaching improvements.

Horne indicated that ineffective faculty will not go to such a Center.

Schwartz countered by stating that faculty will need to know that they have

a responsibility to improve their teaching quality--if it has surfaced as a
problem from the student survey results-- or the faculty member will not be

granted tenure.

-om a again expressed concern that only faculty who do not necessarily need

the Center would actually use it.

Schwartz observed and summarized the following regarding the proposed

Center:
(1) The Center would administer and process the student assessment

survey
instrument.
(2) More detailed surveys would be made available upon request.

i3) Training in viable and effective teaching techniques would be

available.
(4) There wc_.d be training available for peer reviews and portfolio

development.
(5) The Center would also collect and house the latest information on

what makes a
good, effective =rofessor or instructor.

Schwartz further observed that studies have shown that teaching awards do

not improve teaching. Teaching awards are for public relations.

Vanderpool noted that the recommendations included several good mechanisms

to help Trove the quality of teaching.

Bell also noted that the proposed Center would be 'neutral`. There would be

no vested interest other than those related to improving the quality of

teaching at OSUT.

Schwartz revisited the issue of what the institution can effectively do

currently with faculty members who are receiving consistently low

evaluations from students. Chairs frequently do not know how to improve a

particular facul y member's teaching-especially prior to the time when the

faculty becomes eligible for promotion and/or tenure. Schwartz further

observed that it is difficult for a colleague to be critical of a colleague

is a peer review situation. What is needed is detached objectivity. This

will be achieved if evaluations, peer reviews, teaching improvement

techniques, etc.. are coordinated by the Center.

Some faculty wi.. view t.'^.i-s as an intrusion into their classes, Horne
observed. It wi.1 be important to personalize class visits and evaluation

schedules.

Schwartz noted that students would return their completed surveys to the new

Center rather t an to a college or department as is currently the

arrangement.

Consensus: assessment o'- Teaching Task Force Report

The CJEC's discussion of the report will be relayed to the Faculty

Senate's assess--_er= of Teaching Task Force. No specific changes to the
report are recctmended by the Council.
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The following are my specific comments/questions of the report:

I question whether the $200,000 is a realistic estimate of the cost of the
Center considering what is expected. I guess it would depend on what you
mean by administering the 'menu system of possible survey questions' and
'administrative responsibility for the generation and tabulation of the
assessment survey forms.-

I am not sure what is meant by the last paragraph on page 7.

Andy

Andrew G. Hashimoto
Associate Provost for Academic Affairs
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331-2152
541-737-0732
541-737-3033 FAX
andrew.hashimotoQorst.edu <mailto:andrew.hashimoto@orst.edw
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Date: Mon, 4 May 1998 13:34:49 -0700
From: Maggie Niess <niessm@UCS.ORST.EDU>
Reply-To: Assessment of Teaching Task Force <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
To: Multiple recipients of list ASSESSTF <ASSESSTF@MAIL.ORST.EDU>
Subject: FA: Second Draft of Assessment of Teaching Task Force (fwd)

Here is the CLA report
Maggie

---------------------------------------------------------------------
Maggie Niess Email: niessm@ucs.orst.edu
Science and Mathematics Education Phone: (541) 737-1818
Oregon State University FAX: (541) 737-1817
Corvallis, OR 97331

Hope you have a good day!
---------------------------------------------------------------------

---------- Forwarded message ----------
Date: Mon, 4 May 1998 12:21:32 -0700
From: MCoolen@orst.edu
To: niessa@ucs.orst.edu
Cc: MCoolen@orst.edu
Subject: FW: Second Draft of Assessment of Teaching Task Force

Michael Coolen
Prof. of Music and
Ethnomusicology
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331
mcoolen@orst.edu
541-737-5596
FAX 541-737-4268

> 1. The Council is fairly unanimous in still having
> serious problems with

e s> th f th d 1'
> need to be inclusive

u e o e wor c cents. We recognize the

> of the extension faculty, especially in light of the
> fact that CSU is
> a Land Grant institution. Nevertheless, although
> the intent might be
> for the words 'students' and "clients' to be used
> synonymously,

> this does not always reflect the true situation.
> Many of the 'clients'
> of extension faculty are not students, and the means
> of obtaining

> evaluations from clients appears to be more
> subjective than the means
> being used to obtain evaluations from students. At
> some point, the
> Task Force needs to clarify that 'students' and
> 'clients' are not
> always the same, but that the focus of the
> recommendations in this
> draft is on student assessment.

> 2. The Council is unanimous on our recommendation that> the five
> response items listed on p. 13 are inadequate in
> measuring the
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> agree upon as

> 'research supcorts'

> of any student

> diluted almost

> unanimous in

> 'de-ego-tized,'

> person.

-nine key characteristics that faculty and students

inherent in effective teaching' (p. 5). If
those
nine characteristics, then they should be the focus

response items. Otherwise, the whole process is

to meaninglessness. In addition the Council was

stating that all response questions should be
that

is, written in the 3rd person rather than the first

3. One member of the Council was especially interested
in pointing out

> attention to the

> emphasis of

> 'charge,

that the final recommendation needs to may greater

'learning" component of the "teaching and learning-

this project.

'responses from the entire class" do not generally

cannot be really considered as a "strength of the

4. One member pointed out (p. 3) that, in item 3 under

> occur, and thus

> student ratings."

5
spelling errors

> very carefully

> bottom of the

> Recommendation

> number.

There are numerous grammatical, typo-graphic, and

in the document, and it needs to be proof-read very,

before it goes on much further. Examples include:
a. p. 1--2nd sentence of large paragraph at

has errors in number.
c. p. 6--2nd sentence under Charge has error in

page is incomplete.
b. p. 4--1st sentence of paragraph under

4

Respectfully Submitted,

> Mike Coolen
> Michael Coolen
> -Prof. of Music and
> E hnomssicology
> Oregon State University
> Corvallis, OR 97331
> =oolen@orst.edu
> 541-737-5596
> ?.X 541-737-4268


