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ABSTRACT

This is a review of the literature surrounding the
development of techniques for, and changes in professional attitudes
toward, the evaluation of community college faculty in their
instructional role. Discussion focuses on the purpose, criteria, and
process of evaluation. In discussing the purposes of evaluation, the
author deals with teacher rating systems, philosophical conflicts
between evaluation purposes and methods, and educational services'
accountability and quality. The evaluation criteria discussion
pinpoints attributes, abilities, and competencies that contribute to
good teaching. Several lists of criteria are given as possible
guidelines. The evaluation process is considered in the light of who
is to do it and by what means. Severzl series of outlined procedures
are given for instituting an evaluation process. (AL)
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U 5. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
ERDUCATION & WL “ARE
OFFICE OF EDUC JION

THIS ROCUMENT HAS dEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE FERSUN UA DRGANIZATION ORiG-
INATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR GPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REFRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU-
CATION POSITION OR POLICY

EVALUATICA: WHO HEEDS IT

)
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Although the evaluation of instruetion has a long history in
American educati wn, few people like to do the evaluating, and even fewer
enjoy having their teaching effectiveness thus appraised by their fellow
AT .

In exploring the topie, we are dealing with an area of importance
that has no one anawer and perhaps no satisfactory énswer Lor all prople

and for every institution. Somebody else's approach may not work well
for anybody else, and a serious mistale would be made in taking someone
else's '"canned" method and appiying it to this or anv other community

college. The best answer is for each college to consider the plans of
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in the light of its
own unique purposes, personnel, and programs.

The charge given to me was to join with you in locking at the pur-
poses and procedurss of evaluaticn for the improveawent of instruction:
Who should be involved in it, %hat are the pitfalls te avoid, what aré
the advantages and the ﬁisadvantagés.pf evéluaFion? In short, a very
large order. But let us begin by reviewing oriefly some of the'éistcry
of the subject. |

Much research has been &one in éhe past fifty years or so (ﬁcsc of
it in the last twenty)_tp CE§ to determiﬁé vhat makeé a good tgacher and

how to evaluste teacher effectiveness, But little agreement has been

‘reached except perhaps as to the characteristics of 'good'' teachers

Y

Presentation at faculty workshop, Mineral Area (Community) College,
Flat River, Missouri, on September 3, 1970, by Donald J. Tolle,
Agsociate Professor of Higher -Education, Southern Illinois University
at Carbondale (Note: This presentation was designed to stimulate

discussion on the part of the faculty.)
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reacherg--and, ovan thore, thers has been consider-

(T

al ie disagreement as to what should be evaiuvated. Shonld teacher charac-
teristics be appraised? Should teacher performance be evaluafed? Should
student learning be megsured ag a criterioun of teacher effectiveness?
Should some combination of these approaches be attsﬁpted? ror what pur-
poses éhsuld ipstructional evaluation be carried out: For improvement of
instruction? For merit pay purpéses? For advancement in rank'and/Df
salary? Fo¥ retention on the faculty? For self-improvement of faculty?
For tenure or continuing contract purposes?
in one way or another teacher evaluation has been going on as long
as ve have had sEhools. Early supervision of instx suction grew out of the
7 responsihility of school boards to provide quality education; and such
supervision was delegated to cchool administrators. The general tendency
was for supervision to be authoritarian in n=iure and for teaéhers to be
“inspected’ rather than supervised in the Lest sense of Ehat term. Too
senerally, the belief was that theve was only one right way to teach--
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recitation, drill, memorization, etc. Creat
approach were exceptions rather than the rule. And only in the basﬁ half-
century Or soO h;— there been a. fa;rly general acceptance of the fact that
not all good teaching is accomplished by the same means&

Cohen and Braver in. their ERIC monograph for the AAJC, entitled

Measuring Faculty Perfcrmnnae} iist 128- representative studies- that have

been carried out from 1915 to 1969, in regard tc various facets cf tha
topic. A background study of the evaluation cf community ccllege instruc-
tion, carried out by Highland Community College (F;eepcrt,jillineis) this

year, dregw from thirty studies reported between 1928 and 1969, as well
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vemarks will refer to findings reported in scveral of these studies, and
it will be easy to note that the results are frequently disparate, nebu-
lous, contradictory, and confusing--but possibly helpful. Generally
speaking, the research and/or writing has dealt with three éspects of
evaluation: Purposes or reasons for having it, standards 6r'critefia,

and procedures or processes or methods of evaluation.

Purposes

In 1950 the ASCD expressed its coucern over the fact that teachk.:
rating systems too often fail to allow for individuality and therefore
may tend to exphasize c:@»ﬂfc:):t:t"fx:’i.t;y.17‘r The ACE in 1951 stated that "A sem-
blance of an all-inelusive mechanistic concept te&diﬁg‘taward standard-
ization of approved practices, regimentation of teachers, and the suppress-
ion of originality can do great harm.' However, the ACé also said that '
"most teachers can gain from the reasoneé judgements of others concerning
observakle aspects of their work' and that for most teachers "evaluation
should be a means of improving théif.effeétiVEQESS, ;hus lending to better
éecurity as well as personal satisfaction.”2

" The NEA, in 196S, took the pQSiEiéﬁ that ueing ''subjective méthéas
af evaluating professional performance' to determine salaries has a |
"deleterious effect on the educational prc;essf“ But the NEA accepts
tha fact -that the teaching profession has as a major responsibility the

evaluation of the quality of its services.g The fact of evaluation ap-

_pears not to bother teachers as much as the question of how the results

are to be used. If the purppsé is simply the improvement of instruction,

*References cited are listed on page lﬁ;
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perhaps most teachers would agree to its value. However, vhen salary or

F

merit pay or tenure or rank ’s involved, an attitude of distrust and
insgcurity frequently may exist. Colon and Brauver report that the accept-
ance or rejection of the methods of =valuation oftean relates to the de-
gree of acceptance or rejection of the purposes of avaluaticn-& Paul
pressel (1964) said, "Properly conceived, evaluation is not separate

from instruciion and learning; it is an integrglvpart of bcths”s Ac-
cording to Barr, et al (1961), some foerm of evaluation is alvays in pro-
cess, "whether made openly and carefully or made subversively and hap-
hazardly.”6 Perhaps most would accept the fact fhat, if the primary
purpose of evaluation is the improvement of iunztruction, it is a neces-
Séry and acceptable cortributisn te the good of the institution and of
tha profession. It is:cbvicus,Ahcwever, that, in some way or another,
decisions must be made regarding placement on the salary schedule, re-
tention and tenure, and merit pay and ;ank (Uhénaapplicable}. But it

is generally at the point that evaluation is used for purposes other than
improvement of instruction that the main problems arise. . That fact, héw—
ever, shéuld leave this faculty in good condition, since your purpose is
the use of evaluation for the improvement of instruction. The prqblem is
that needed improvement of an individual‘s instruction frequently (and
~roperly) may relate to any one or éll of the other purposes just named--
and administrators can't escape ‘the responsibiliéy of décisicnﬂmaking in
these matters even though there may be a sharing and/or delegatién of the
authgricy ‘nvolved. 1

-~ One necessary purpose of evaluation may well come increasingly into

the picture during the next several years, and that is the concept of
o .
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accountability for educational services and the quality of tlieir outeomes.
Taxpayers and legislators are becoming restive over tine high cost of educa-
tlon at all levels, the unrest and disruptions taking place on campuéés

all over thne cour :ry, and the strong criticisms of lacl of relevance be-

ing directed against a great many educational programs and teaching methods.
Although the junior colleges have thus far been only lightly involved in
such attaclks, there is no room for smugness or complacency in any educa-
tional institution in the country.

The Council of Horth Central Junior Colleges which meets in Detroit
next month has taken as its theme: "Accountability: Rights, Responsibili-
ties, and Relevance --- the 3 n's for the 70's:" You may be interested
:n some of the topics that will be discussed at the conference:

“accountability for What?!

"Collective Bargaining and Accountability.”

"Faculty Accountability in the Community Colleges."

"The Dean of Instruction and Accountability for Instructional

Qutcomes." : |
n"gstudent Rights, Responsibilities, and Accountability in the
Face of Disruptions.” :
"Institutional Accountability in Relation to Minority Groups.'
"presidential Accountability in the Face of Increasing Pressures

from Board, Faculty, Student, and Taxpayar Groups.'

grigefia fgﬁﬁEvgluatrgﬁ )
‘Many studies have bttemgted to pinpoint those chaéaqteristics,
attribuées, abilities, and éaméetencies that contribute to good teaching.
Although there 15 no consensus, perﬁaps three general categcries of cri-
teria:should be considéted-in instruciional Ehaluaticn‘(as given by
Bannisﬁer; 1961): . . | _ _v. “
1. Ciassrda@;atmcsphétg - a "climate' conducive to student

ease, where students feel they have the respect of their
{nstructor and classmates, where they are challenged e

-
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by their worl.,, where tiuey ave confident thay can succeed,
: ; y y ;
and where they experience pratifying success.

Instructor - a person who is tolerant, reasonable, anproach-
able, who possesses mastery of field and understanding inter-
est and enthu: lasm for the subject, who 1s thoroughly pre-
pared for each class, and who conducts each class efficiently
without annoyances or mennerisms which divert attention.

Course = one vhich has clearly defined objectives and stand-
ards. which must be attained, which utilizes methods and
material adapted to specific needs of the student but allows
for individual differences, in which there is student partic-
ipation, revieus at regular intervals, fair tests returned
promptly, in which the interrelatedness of lnovledge and
relation to daily life are stressed, and in which students -
are appraised periodically of the quality of tiheir progress.

In 1961, Barr gave a comprehensive summary of a large number of studies

andléoucluded:that:

to end with a recommendation that even more worl: be carried 6éut to iden-

Eify the criteria!that shadld be used in the evaluation of instructional

1.

Judgements as to whether a 'teacher is effective depend
upon the criteria used, -

Developing evaluative criteria is a difficult and complex
undertaling. ’

There is much unevegness in the abilities of teachers--
they may be low in some, high in others.

Teacher acts have an appropriate aspect not good or
bad in general but in relation to purposes, persons,
and situations. :
There may be enough individuality in raters to produce

differencés in the ways in wvhich teachers succeed and fail.

Since teaching does not take place in a vacuum, other
factors bgside the teacher may influence teaching and
learning.” -

With all the research that has been done, every study still seems

effectiveness.

Fritschelr(1967), in Eryinﬁ to describe minimum standards of dom-

_pet3née, noted that such definition can not be on the basis of what a

4 il
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< students. 7ent also zave #“-tention to the Yynauthorized" student ratings

its faculty, students, and administratgrs and found that a high correlation’

teacher is but by what he does, what action he performs, what rcle ne
plays, and now he carries out his responsibility. lle defined these arecs
of minimum competence as reflecting a person vho (a) is‘a-direcﬂor of
learning, Lnoving about his learner and hov he learas, knouing his subject
ﬁatter, and being a member of a teaching team, (b) has human relations .o it
gkills, and (c) is an agent of change.9 |
A great many evaluative instruments have Eéan devised to ésséss the
quality of instruction. According to Keﬁt‘(l967), the most common areas
covered have been course goals, content,vmateriéis, as;iﬁﬂmenﬁg, instruc-

tor behavior, mastery of subject, personal traits, and relationships with

which increasingly are being,published on college campuses with the avowed - :

purpose of impr ving teaching 2nd of aiding students in the;r selection

of instyuctors. Such ratings contain ccmmeuts about. indlvzduai tEacher's

effeétiveness, and in most cases th§y include infu:mation'abgut the instruc~
tor's enthusiasm for his subject, gis organizction, his manner cf presenta-
tion, his fairneés in grading, and his personal traits (with "warmth and
friendllness" being particularly valued). |

An extensive study carried out at the University Df Toledo attempteﬂ
to identify thase behaviors which reflect p051t1ve teaching ‘and ta deter=-
mine their relative impart;nce, Over 13 C00 such "beaaviors" vere repaf:éd
by students, alumni .and faculty,'and then grauped into glxty criterion ! - ;

sﬁatements, Wﬁich are rated as to their relatlve impnrtance to good instruc-
: : .‘* C
tfcngll‘ . ' ' : - | o Z

Highland Community Callege (illinois) tested the Toledo listing with )

1 N M - BT . .
Vel o= ? h‘, [ LR .- e = s i

dhann et e L TR et N REH S




O

ERIC-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o3

existed betueen the rwatings of the tsaching wehaviors by the Toledo and

the ili hland academic communities. Tiva fivsi L5

iiterin dn ran: owder

ﬂ

(according to the Higaland survey) includedrévefy=itam that appears com-

_monly in many other evaluative instruwments indicating that it is quite
y y > s q

possible for a college to develag a list of criteria which can idaﬁtify7

strengths and weaknesses in the iast tructional nrocess., TLe first fifteen

items in ranl: order vere:

1li

12.

13!
14.

15.

Beinz well prepared for class

Treating students with respect

Ackﬁﬁwledging all questions to tine best of his ability

Using teaching mgthgds which enable students to achieve
objectives of the course -

Being fair and reasonable_to. studentg in evaluatlcn procedurea

Demonstrating ccmprahensive kncwledge of his subject
Esﬁablishing sincere interest in tie Bubject being taughé

Be:m\:s readlly available ior constltation with ?tudénts

Constructing tests whlch searciu for undeLstanding on the-
part of tue students rathgx than rote, memory ability -

Enc@ufaging intelligent indegendent thought by students
Patiently assisting.students with théir>problems

Communicating eriec;ively at Laveig appz opriate to the
preparedness of studénts _ .

Motivating students to do tueir: best

v

Drganizing Ehe course in logical fasnian

Acceptlgg justified constructive criticism Ey quallrled
persons .

But can the assessment of instructional effectiveness be limifed to

such characteristics as .these? Cohen and Brawgt (in Measuring Faculty



(im ]

performance) say, 'No." Taey say that Feaching can be defined realisfic-
_ally only as ''causing learning,' and they avow that student gain toward.

specific learning objectives is the anly-really meaningful criterion that

. - . . . e 13 e s
can be used in appraising the'effactlveness Qf‘teachefs."g They maintain
PP 4 :

tha; such learning can be measured in objective fashion. Pa: cly from this

school of thcugﬁt has come the ”lEat emphasis in receint years upon the go-

called '"behavioral’ or ”perférmance or "measurable' objeé¢tives in educatiocn.

Eal

Ceitainly a rggewed focus upon objectives; egpécially in measurable
tgrms, has merit for each ﬁeacne1 in the plaaning and conduct af his courses.
Such an a?prcaéh rquireg the teacher to think cleally abcut purpggeg, con- -
tent;.meansii%nd’cut;omes; and to plan carefu;Ly.ls;a GGﬂtlﬂulnb need for
all of us who teach. | | |

' Bd%,Jin’h& vi;ﬁ,lthe quegtiOn ié whethéf we havébta Mgyallow whole'
this one appraacn in eitaer our teaching or ouv evaluatloﬁ cf Leacﬁlng
effectiveness, It is quite possible tnat the 1nLnrﬁ1$les of the tﬁaahlng—
learn;nv Qutcomes are hlgaly lmportanL yet not QQScept;ble to objective
measuremgnt. Each institution Ulll almply have to decide for itself what

LT

W crlteria are to be used for* tne evaluatlsn cf 1nstruet10n, but I suggésﬁ

v
.

o ‘that a multi- d;rectianal apprgach may bear ‘best fruit.'

¢

s

The ‘Process of ﬂﬁaluatioﬁ

I8 ! v

Aftez dec131on “has been made as to- the*purposes for which-avaLua;iaQ

is to be carried out ‘and as to the criterla whlch are to be used, ‘the dif-

ficult remaining tasL is develcment cf the prccess by which evaluation

/7 is %o ‘talke place. Who is to do. it and by whatvmeaRS-

¢ - ;

In!lQéG, AAETE fepcrted the results of a surve;xic nad taken to find "

1

Q o ; o

EMC . ' B - . : ‘ . ! 1" )
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- evaluation by colleagues, eight. by studhnts, and six by self-appraisal.:

1

£

out hew,colleges sought out the inlformation used in appralsing teacner

ability for prometicn and pay purpose. Over thiee-fifths reported that
such information Wés §§leived by "grapevine,' with administrative obser-
vations, student achievement, and student rating géing less used sources

of data.&*

An Acﬁ survey in 12066 ievealed that c;llege undergraduate instruction

i& evaluated in an equal munber of instances (80%) by tha department céairﬂ
man and by the dean. Colleagﬁé evalﬁaticﬁﬁ publication, and informal scu-
dent opinion each ranked at éﬁcut the 40th percentile. In the case of
jupior colleges, tne déap,eﬁaluated in 82% of those reporting, with depart-
mgnt chairmen’partiéipating in 65% and colleague §va1uatian takipg élace in
less than SDi of the tota}. Publiication was an insiggifiéuﬁt factor in
junior colléée evaluatioh, but cldss visitation vas used by 42% (compared
to only.lgi in all colleges, both junior and senior, participating in the
éurvey). - : ' - ’ |

jhthe Ilﬁhland Community Calleﬁes survey of Iilln01s juniox colleges,

of the 24 Whlch responded f1ve had not yet ﬂeveloped a system of avalua—

A

tion seventeen use ‘gome form of evaluatlan by administxat@r . and six use

Ten,qf'the 19 which have an evaluation system allow or require class vis-

itation by‘administraﬁors3 usually the adacemic dean or department chair-

16 )

AMmMAn . ' R o : Y ! ‘ ;

The reasons for which evaluation is carried out frequently result in

varying typeé of ascessment fechniqueg'fci different purposeé. For instance,

‘those, purposes that don't relate to salary often emphasizetselfaevaluatisn

and teacher-administrato# cooperative plans. Those that have to dop



O

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11

wvith merit pay usually involve some gort of vanking of teachers

evaluaitive boards or committees.

‘To be cffective, evaluation for the improvement of

instruction must

be a continuing .process--not a fitful ox sporadic one. It is this fact

which causes some of the teacher criticism of classroom visitation by ad-

ministrators, ecpecially if it is done infrequently and without pre- and

dur;ng perfcrmance is not complete, fair or accurate. Th

of the many other demands upon administrators’ time, but,

post-conferences. Favcett (1964) said, "llasty cvaluation of performance

ere should be a

long cequence of evaluation.” / This requirement is hdrd to meet because

visication can be conducted in this manner, it 711l remain one of the

poorer evaluative techniques.

On the other land, this very emphasis upon the need for cbservation-

over a long p31;od Qf time buttrasses the case for student evaluation of

teacher effect;veness. Common arguments: against é*udent ratings (as given

judge effectively; (b) Students have no right to avaluate instructors; (c)

o

Rating instruments are subject to bias and unrel;abillty.

studies have found that students can evaluate fairly and v

=

:by,Kent)taré that (a) Students are not abLe enough nor mature enough to

and use of

However, several

sults (erg., Casey, 1966, Hender&cn and Chambers, 1951; Kent, 195?),18

llarold Hove, former Commissioner of Educatian, backed the right 6f

students to evaluate instructlon when he said,-"The opinicn of thase who

eat the pudding certalnly ought to be considered if we want to Lnow how it

19

1ith reliable re-

tastes." As ane wvho has for- many years used student evaluatian of my own

teaching effactivenessi I can testify to its vorth. Ve

*

as our students view us every day--we normally think we're better than we

11

\
A\

seldam see'nurselves




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Gtudents often learn in spite of the quality of instruction they receive?”

are, and a periodic, anonymous rating /& ouy 1de?t ca? 1e_p;festale per-
spective and, perhaps, Some measurce ﬁ% humility. &Ludéﬁi/c -iticisms and
. . ‘v‘fg\

suggesticns for improvement can be truly helpful tc(nost oX us if ve will

simply tap this source of instructional impz@vemant>ﬁ%x‘ P

Ce1tainLy, students are at least as subject to biased judgments as
are oither evaluators. Ve all see the same thing from different vantage L
points and with our perceptions colored by our values and experience~-in
spite of conscious effort to be “objective." It is imporfant, therefore,
from both the instituticpal and the individual standpoint, that evaluation
of instructional effectiveness derive {rom more than one source co that
various facets and dimensions of the learning-teaching situation may have
better chance of fair assessment.

The Highland Community Collegze veport, in citing & study by Herge

:(1965), had this;intriguiﬁg footnote: -'"In all honesty. . .one must report

a recent study which indicated that students in classes of teachers receiv-
ing high studenﬁ effectiveness raéing did not ngcessarily learn mer% than
those in clagsses with teachers rated ingﬁfective. Does tihis suggest that
, 120
An axample of instructor self- evaluatlon, reported by Andersag|in -
1864, has- Lnterestlng pQSgibllltleS for any tewcher's usze. 1In thissexperi-
men;d each lnstluctcr rated hlmself on a 7*point scale for the foll%wing\
attributeszlspgaking voice; mannerlrms or pleon&smu, knowledge of s,%jacﬁ
matter; personal enthiusiasm; enthusiasm engendered in students; dig ESSlQnS,

handling cf questiens; and general atmosphere created in ;ne classrcum‘ The

: . - \ L
instructor then make audio-tapes cf two l-hour class periods. After lic-
\

| ' ;
tening to the tapes, he ccmpleted anatha; rating sheet and compared ﬁne two g

= \ . {
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ratings. Althougi no statistically significant diffevences iere found be-
trvieen the "before' and "after' ratings, more than half the faculty appeared
censitive to the information obtained from the tapes. Cf the 19 lanstructors
involved, five rated themselves mo¥e favorably the second time, gix rated
themselves legs favorably, and eight did not change their ratings. The
instpuctors concluded that the exercise was of value to them. Anderson
1ists the advantages of this technique as follows:

1. evidencing interest in the teaching process itself by the
adminsitration,

2, indicating confidence by the administration in the faculty's
ability to evaluate themselves as professionals and male
self-indicated improvements,

3. - giving the faculty a workable and frequently interesting
method whereby they may improve themselves,

4., preservation of anonymity by faculty, thus foregtalling
feelings of "big brother' watching,

5. establishing essentially a self-operating and perpetuating
system not calling for a great amount of timé, -

6. placing of the dean in the positica of being called in for
aid by a motivated faculty member, rather :than being looked
upon as an intruder with unwanted advice, and

7. providing‘spaaific and concrete examples (preserved on tape)
of problems which can be referrad to on rgilay; uithout
having to rely on notes or faulty memory.’ '

" This technique, with additional experimentation (preferably using video-

tape), could be a valuable tool in producing increasingly better instructors.
We have been looking at various facets of evaluation for the improve-
ment of instruction, during the past several minutes--more minutes, perhaps,

than you care to count at this paihti So let me hasten to a conclusion of

e

this formal part of the presentation by suggesting to you some "do's" and

b

don! t's" of evaluation.

v : s . . . N
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Don‘t be afraid of the idea of evaluation--cmbrace 1t (at least
gingerly if not with passion). :

Don't take over somcones else's plan--develop your own.

Don't turn over -0 a small committee the complete responaibility of
determining your evaluation system. A steering committee to coordinate
the development of the plan would be good; but work toward general imvolve-
ment of faculty and administration in the planning.

Don't depend on just one type. of evaluation of instruction, although
it is sometimes better to start small and build gradually. Give consider-
ation to several possibilities: student evaluation, self-evaluation, peer
evaluation, administrative evaluation.

Don't force a system of evaluation on the faculty, but seek prior,
general acceptance. Nothing has less meaning or does more harm than
appraisal practices wirich are distrusted by tliose being appraised.

Dan't expect perfection of your plan; settle for a little less. On
the other hand, don't settle for as much less as the maiden lady I heard

about one time. She loved a rather shiftless, ne'erdowell sort of fellow.
]

He was nice enough, but he could never scem to get and lieep any money. So
g P y

the good lady decided she was going to have to take aetion if 1e was ever

going to be able to marry him, and she said, "john, if you don't go away,
get a job, and save $3,000, I'm not g@ing-tc marry you." He said 0. K.
ne'd try, and he left town. By the time he'd been gone a couple of moaths,

the lady missed him terribly and thought maybe she'd made a mistake. Then

one day she saw him walling down the road and ran out joyfully to greet

- him. She said, "Oh, John, have you saved the $3,000?" lle said, ""No, but

I have $38." she said, "That's close enough." . . . . . .So don't settle
for too little im your evaluation sacheme.
Now I'd like to opén the floor for discussion of any of the points

I've raised.
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