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PREFACE - oy
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—

This monograph is part of a- serias of eight,
commissioned by the National Institute of\ Education
(NIE), following"

recommendations presented in Seven .

Years Later: o&en 8 Studies Prgg_ams in 1976 by

Florence Howe.

Seven Years Later was commissioned and ‘published

.by the Natiffnal Advisory Ceuncil on Women’s Educa-
.tional Programs. It wa‘

_ the first federally financed
investigation of women’ studieb. Howe visited and .
reported on 15 mature w men’s studies programs in the
context of. national '
women’s studies. “She/focused on -some areas ‘(funding
mple, in 4—year colleges and
universities) and- uded others (community colleges,
. for example) entirely. \

The eight new monographsftake up some of the
questions Howe explored; they also initiate explora-

tions of untouchdd areas, All are concerned primarily , .

with higher education.‘

" Each monograph reviews literature velevant to its
focus: produced during this’ first decade of women’s
.studies. Each a1so-attempts to provide definttion to'

a ‘field in the process df development, a complex
interdisciplinary area- of scholarship and: curriculum
that is ‘also w strategy foy educational change.
Begond-® definition, éach monograph recommends research
essential for ‘the future development of women’s
studies and important to educatibnal Yesearch more
broadly. R i

‘While prodhcindgﬁhese eight monographs, the

ays to compare perspectives and
conclusions. As a group, we agreed to offer foar
formal recommendations to the National Institute of
Education and to all other Federal agencies and
“private foundations that might pursue and support

. research and deVelopment in women’s studies.

.o
.

14" .

rénds and directions within -
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Bhe need for futuﬁé.monpgraphs. *We recognize'

¥he importance of  continuing the development

of faformation - about - relatively unexplored .. .

aspects of women’s studies. Among ‘those

aspects that need examination, the following .
" are especially important: ° '

5

" a. - Graduate programs and graduate educatipn

in women’s studies.

-

b. Schools of education and women’s studies
) activities, )

A

c. Women’s studies in the elemenﬁafy and

secondary schools. ' ¢ ~

d. Noncredit curriculum development in
women’s centers, continuing education for
women, and community-based centers.

The neeq for a.data base On women's studies.
All eight monographs recommend the develop~

ment - of a data base on women’s studies as a .

necessary prglude to research design and
activity. Since women’s studies ha evel-
oped in. different ways and at différent
rates on almost all campuses throughout the

‘country, such a data base must be lapgi~

tudinal in design. While we are recommending
jts development in higher education, such a

data base eventually will need to be extended -

to all areas.of'education. We recommend that
annual updates_be built into the data base to

‘ ensure its proper maintenance and ¢ontinued

usefulness. ‘

2 - » ' .
The qualifications of researchipersonnel in
women’s studies. We believe that . the dis-

tinctive and complex .nature of women’s

studies, as well as the fact that it {s still
a developing field, makes it essential that

_researchers.*be thoroughly informed about

[y
[3 t
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womén’s' studies and be prepared to invblve
women’s.studies practitioners in every aspect

- of ‘research ‘design:and process. ~ We are
‘hopeful that NIE and other Federal’ agencies, .

private foundations, and research institu-
b‘gns will place responsibility for research
ih

. Women’s studies in the hands of those
experienced and kqowledgedble~about the
- area. .

A

Considerhtions significant to evaluation

research and methodology We believe that
the evaluation of women’s studies in. higher
education will be an important, actiyity of

the coming decade. Such evaluatibn will-

serve the researcher .interested in the
processes of changing higher education, as

~well as those charged with administering
inititucioan Such evaluation should, on .
nciple, also-«:learly serve, the develop- -

mentar needs of women’s studies programs,
engaging them in the design and .processes of

research, as well as in the determination of -

the uses to' which research will be put.
Evaluations should be conducted onsite, wity

. the cooperatidn of program participants, and

within a framework of longitudinal data about
that program and others nationally. Re-
earchers and:evaluators should be sensitive
to the work of the National Women’s Studies
Association. in this regard, and its activi-
ties serving the heeds of women 8 studies

programs. ~ : ‘
F

4

Detailed,*further recommendations appear in each of
the eight mangraphs. :

We wish to express our appreciation to the
- National Institute of Education for pursuing this
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- SUMMARY - - -

This\ planning study Jviews the 'literature on
teaching effectiveness in, women’s studies in the
context of several 1ntegrptive studies in research on

- teaching- and research on the evaluation -of teaching.

v - . A

To date, the experimental research in women’s’
studies has, for the- most part, concentrdated on

assessing chdafges 1in attitude toward sex roles. and

gex stereotyping as the appropriate objectives for '

measuring teaching effectiveness  in women’s studies.

We suggest that cognitive devel@@ment, an area that’

. has not been’addressed in the lit&rature, .i8 at least

\multiple variables that\pbtain in teaching and learn-.

as important as attitude change. .An. approach to‘

research and evaluation that acknowledges the inter-
action between students, teachers, ahd the subject
matter and seeks to estabiisﬁ relationships between

ing 1is. recommended.

We propose both Long- and short-range goals ini
research. ‘These include research that will contribute.

to a knowledge base and acquaint the larger educa-
tional cpmmmnity with women’ s ,studies proaches to
teaching and learning, as well as forma ve studies
that will be of direct use- o women* 8 shpdies prac-

‘ titioners. . .

\

o a . Nancy M. Porter
~ Portland State University

o L. ) . \ » . M
¢ Margaret T. Eileenchild
- Harvard Graduate School of Education
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3 " 1. INTRODUCTION

- —_— ‘r_ e e - . -
/ N

} Thinking about'the'ﬁhestiohs of effective teach-
ing in wpmen’s studies has led us to consider two more
basic questions:  What is teaching? MWhat is learning?
Both questions inevitably léad back to: What ‘is
education?, . :

" . Our philosophies %f—education, as~Women’s studies
teachers, students;, and administrators, influence
our notions of what we might want to teach or study,
. . ’ , - A L
»»why we might want to teach or study one thing over
another,.how we might go.about the procegs: of teaching -
'éﬁa‘learning, and to what ends our instructidn
and study pight be put.* Teaching and learning,
P whether‘efscctive or ,ineffective, are the interplays

* between the) spbject matter (the whats and whys), the '

approaches Ythe hows), and ‘the purposes (the. ends). .
RN ' Question':s of teaching effectiven_ess, in or Qixt '
{ of women’s studies, are embedded in the various phil-"_

osophies of- education that influence and socialize
"both teaching” and learning. The objectives of teach~
ihg, learning, and evaluation research ultimately
. trace hack to the articulated and ynarticulated phil-
. osophjies from which the various objpctives arise. Andv
’ the methodologies for asgessing effective teaching are
linked”“to the varylng and sométimes conflicting objec-
tives held by students, teachers, and researchers.
N . ° . - {
7 The'{;teratnre'nha.{§§(:bunds the‘devélopmenﬁ\of .
.women’s studies courses and programs dften emphasizes
the unique promise of thg field. Glyen‘ his, it
ghould be realized that women’s studieés sha es in at
least three traditions 6f higher .education in the - .
United States! progressive or relevant ‘education; the
fostering of scholarship; and the preparation of
, ‘studénts for careers and professions. '
- By relgvant or progressive, we mean education
that is viewed as the "fundamental method of social
. . \ N
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progress and reform," a process that integrates the
psychological and the sociological in cognition and
affect, and a curriculum that moves in the "positive
direction of providing a body of subject matter'- that
is "richér, more varied and flexible" than the  tradi-
tional when "judged in terms of the experiencé of
those being educated" (John Dewey, 1897).

By the fostering of scholarship, we mean the
interpretation, criticism, and communication of the
accumulated knowledge of a number of disciplines, as
well as the generation of new knowledge within and
across the disciplines. And by the preparation of
students for work and the professions, -we mean the
particular emphasis given to the creation of oppor=,
tunities within the general curriculum for students to
explore possible fields of work, as well as the
opportunity to acquire specific knowledge and skills
useful in career and profegsional: development.

Women’s' studies, as an’ emerging discipline,
dverlays these .traditional concerns with an em-
phasis Jn feminism 4and, in .theory at least, an
interdisciplinary perspective in the interpretation
and criticism of the accumulated knowledge of a
number of academic disc.diplines and within women’s
studies itself. Women’s studies is also a political
phenomenon in that it {is viewed by many of its practi-
tioners as an outgrowth of various social change
movements of the 1960°s, particularly the women’s

liberqtion movement.

Feminism, as we use the term in the context of
the classroom, is the desire to increase the power and
autonomy of women as individuals and as a group
through instructional processes that enable them to
acquire knowlédge and skills to make informed, flex-

le choices in their educations and their lives.
Feminism, in this sense, may be viewed either for its
own sake or as a way station on the road to a more
responsible andl informed humanism. :

4
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In an extension of tlie definition of "inter-
disciplinary offered in S gns (1975), we use this
‘term to mean an approach to subject mattet add coutse. - .
‘design -in which one person skilled in several d;.sci‘-'*
pline% pursues one subject, or several teachers each
skilled in a single discipline explore a single il
subject together (Yates,* 1977), or students and =~
teachers together use methods and information from the’
research or scholarship o6f multiple-disciplines. And
by pofitical we mean not only the field of woten’ s
studies viewed as the academie arm of the women’s
movement, but ,.the process by which wowen’s studies
teachers and students strive to make their classes a
mediation between what has been and is and what is’ and
what might be in education, culture, and society. S

T e

It is this overlay o feninism3 the interdisci- “~

*plinary, and the political that makes the assessment

of teaching and learning, and .the structures in which .

‘they take place, relatively problematic for the

<L

participant and the observer who have been trained in
more conventionil modes.

~  Because the definition and assessment of teachyng
effectiveness in women’s studies is complex, it hasg.
seemed worthwhile to us to in r3&uce the published”
unpublished» and informal literature of poden’ S
studies with discussions o% the status of research on
teaching and on the evaluation of teaching. Qur. a=*
recommendations for .further research in the evaluation . S

- of teaching and learning: in women’s studies, are drawn

from this comprehensive body of research. , .

Finally, in an eff«!rt Lo. establish a.re compre-

‘Wensive statement of the values of 'women's studies

teaching =~ that is, the goals of -women’s studies-:
teaching that inform specific course objectives -~ we
have surveyed women’s studies teachers across the
country. The results of this survey are included in
an appendix to this monograph. e

{
-
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"study. entitled "The -Lecture vs. the Class Discussion

_ methodological probl

Overview
JVELVIEW . p

search on teaching has a resp:ctable longevity,
_at least in the United States. The earllest research,
> reported by Doyle (1975), was an 1896 study" concerned
with the factors that contribute to effective teach-
ing. . o ¢

. [ a4
- . « . . /e
- . N A

“Dub¥h and Traneggia '(1968) report frdm a 1924 _ -

Method of College Teaching,"” that differences in
method produce no significant "differences in student
learning as measyred by findl examination scores.
Dubin and Traveggia reviewed 90 .additional studies .and
concluded that no one teaching.method“ 8 superior to
another when stuJEnt }earning is meaef?td by examina-
.tion scores. They point out, howeter, tha‘ these
8cores do not reflect all of the. learning that takes
place during a course and that educational goals such
as personal and 1ntellectua1 .development are also
important. :

. Dubin and Traveggia’s nnequiVocal conclusion
notwithstanding, the volume of research in the area of .
effective teaching, and.particularly research related

to effective teaching at the college and univemsity .
level, 4is: enormous and growing. This growth may be
attributed to the& cumulative effects of an expanging o
knowledge and data base, to the movement for account— .
ability in- higher education, -and to this movement’s . -
offspring, fatulty development, which has the 1mprove- .
ment of te ching as a major component. L e

¥ The literature on effective teaching 18 8o vast/
(Gage, 1972) that even a cursory review is beyond thé;
scope of this planning study. However, we belleve
that it is useful’ to- review below four integrative
paperd*that are concerned with conceptual rather than
Nn research on teaching. Such - .

§
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S

- v
L [
. ~

- . ) M L )
gseems an appropriate -strategy since the state of tHe

. 1iterature on the effectiveness of women’s studies
_teaching is at the cenceptual stage, as will be seen -

in section 4. Ly )
. . "..

.respectively; point -out, there a::iigfblems_with the

As Biddle (I964), Smith (1971); and Doyle (}975),

"gacts" of teaching effectiveness, t “concepts,' and

the rnelationship between teachinf and learning.

.,Biddle comments thaﬁ; in the "literallylﬁhpuéands
of studies...few if any ‘facts’, seem .to have been
esti@blished concerning teaching effectiveness, no

.yethod of "measuring competerce has bgen approved and
if .

no methods of promotidg teacher ad quacy -have beén
widely adopted." With respect to the concepts of
teaching effectivenegs, Smith notes: “"Despite all of

our efforts, we apparently have no generally accepted

conceptual system, psychological or otherwise, by
which ‘either to formulate or to identify skills of
teaching."

p .
And Dojle concludes that the relationship between
teaching and Ifarning eludes the regearcher. Efforts
to achieve a "cumulative integration of research
findings...have, with remarkable egularity, failed
to suppoft the existence of stablle and consistent

relationships between teacher variables and effective-

.ness criteria." Although Doyle finds some ‘cause for

Simen (1969) and Gage (1972), he warms that "past
experience in this area strongly suggests that estab-
lishing - stable teacher effectiveness relationships
will not be easy." v ‘

“cautious optimi:f" in the findings of Flanders and

Biddle: Variables in Effective Téaching

Biddle (1964L.begins his :éiiew of research

- on the efféctiveness of teaching with a conceptual

., -

~ -

-

)
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discussion of the basic variables involved in”effet-
. tive teaching. - Defining teacher effectivenes® as
s an "individual teacher’s ability to produce agreed
5 . upon results," the author offers a .model that includes
. seven variables that should be considered .in research

on teaching effectiveness: (1) the forphff\ieexper-

. ierces of the teacher -~ educational background,
socjgalization, sex, age, or race; (2) the teacher
"properties,"” that is, the specific skills, know~
ledge, or motives that ‘the 'teacher brings to teach-
~ L ing and learning; (3) the teacher "behaviors," that
" 1is, teaching style, responsivenéss to students,
manferisms, and 8o on;’ (4) the' immediate effects of
- formative experiences, properties, and behaviors on"
students; (5) the long-term effects of the first four
variables on students; (6) ‘the classroom envjironment

. itself, both, the make-up of the class and the physical
enviroﬁment; and (7) the instifutional or community
context in which teaching and learning take place.

Biddle suggests possible methods for measuring
the seven variables, including observational tech-
niques, student ratings,'achievement tests, and the-
self-reports of students, He calls f‘pr the integra-
tion of the redearch on teaching, stating’ that the
measurement of variadles has become- confused with the
variables themselves. He ocontends that all of the
variables must be considered if the confusion is to be -

. reduced and if we are to unc‘erstat}d the complexity of
the problem. :
I J .

+ Biddle’s concerns that there mist be agreement
~about. objectives, that both the short- and long-term
" effects of instruction on- students, as well as the
"institutional and/or “community context, must be taken
-.into account, and that variables must be integrated
are particularly useful An conceptualiging research
oggethe effectiveness of teaching in women’s studies.
[ However, he fails to include the learner as an

important variable in the process of measurement.

.

. \
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Henderson and Lanier: \(.al‘e of Teacher’s Goals

S . Henderson and. Laaier (1972) focus on the lack of ‘

conceptualization of effective, teaching and the o

consequent absence  of systemization ini thé research.

“Their work  is unique ‘in that they propose assessing

the: value of the teacher’s goals or_ijedtiGes, that

is, the‘ purposelof the content of‘the instruction.
.« . . . .

‘Hendefson and Lanier discubs the social responsi-
bility of teachers gs an important variable in \‘}t
_ aspessing effectiveness« However extrime, .the follow-
. ing example Jrlussfatés the> point. If the end of a
. .course in-atpmic physics were tb enable individuals to
build annatomid bomb; ﬁhen‘regarﬁless-of the means -
employed, no matter how well the course was taught,
the result would not be effective teaching. As we .
know, many’sekist and misogynist courses are'v§ry'We}%
»  taughte. * )

~

Doyle: "Process—Product" Paradigm

.o § Doyle (1975) "uses Kuhn’s (3970) concept of -
paradigm (a framework that fnclules the questions that '
are asked in a particular field, the methods that are
used to-ask the questions, and the tools that are used
to evaluate the answvers) to define the approach most -

widely used in the research on tegching ectiveness: | .
the "process-product" paradigm. Doyl rgues con-
vincingly. that questions of teaching effectiveness \

‘must be reformulated within alternative paradigms 1if'
‘researchers are to do more than continue to produce’
negative or nonsignificant results. The production of
N these négative or - nonsignificant -results dominates
~ the research on teaching effectiveness in general and,
as discussed in section 4, in women’s studies in
- particular. ' : | )

Operationally, the (process-prodpct paradigm
focuses on isolating statistical associations betweén
the frequency of specific teacher behaviors (the
indepéndent variablé) and changes in class mean scores
(the dependent varfable), Although a good deal of the

A

*.
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research is of the,descriptive, correlational variety,
there is an assumptiOnlwithin the paradigm thgt the
behaviors of teachers Rave a causal. impact on the.
behavior of gtudefts. Not only is this ‘assumption
of causdlity not /warranted ffom the data available,
Doyle pgints t that 'some of the résearch actually,
indicatgs thatf the’ behavior of* students is the cause
of the behavior of teachers..

]

Doylb suggests two alte}natives to the process-

.product paradigm: the student mediating process (or

proces®~process)* paradigm, and the "culture .of .the
school" paradigm. goth have impoertant implications

.for the assessment of teaching effectiveness in

women’s studiés. ,‘i ‘ . \y " ‘-,r

In the student medieting-paradigm, variationg in

the.outcomes of student learning are viewed as a.
function of the, mediating processes empldyed by the

students during the learping process itself. The
mediating process is influen¢ted in part, but not

eiclusively, by instruction. This paradigm moves the "

students from the passive, acted—upon role assumed in

the process-proﬁdct paradigm into the arena as an

interactor. . Such ‘variables as the ability dnd cog-

~.nitive' styles of the students mediate. betwees the
teacher and the outcomés of the learning.*

*A note on terminology is k—lled’\for.~ The terms
learning style.and coghitive style are sometimes used
interchangeably in the litérature.:' As we* use the
term, however, learning style is to be interpreted as
. defining the behaviors of students that are nérated
primarily to personality and that can be obsegyEd or
inferred from behavior. For instance, a -student may

be a cooperative, a eompliant, a ighly—motivated, or

a competitive learner. Cognit ve style 'refers to
those aspects of 'thinking that are, for the most
part not observable but are preferred styles of
informa ion-seeking. and information-processing.

solving problems (Cogp and Sigel, 1971). Freize

A}

et al-.(1978) offer a current discission of sex dif- :

ferences im cognitive style.

Ry
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-Not' only does ‘the process-process p?radigm
reflect more accurately the reality of the classroom,

kit qowﬁg.be_expanded to include the student learning )
_ that t¥kes place outside 9f the clagsroom as we€ll. We
Q B N ’ .

need to  be reminded tha -¢lassroom is only one
component of a course: it provides a context for the -
reading, discussion, thinking, and writing.that go ow

"coutside (Stizel, 1977). ' Further, in' women’s studies,

gstudents sometimes engage in field work, 'and some
actively participate ip program matntenance, including
gervice onycurriculum committges and teaching.  These
activities need to be‘consideied in understanding}the

' c&mplex influences on the classroom.

R

The bidirection 1 apptoachfof’ the process—process
paradigm 1s important to reseakgh on teaching effec-
tiveness -in women’s 'studies, p rticularly as it’
relates to tﬂe behavior of students on such variables

as competence, motivation, and enthusiasm, which, in

" turnh, influence the teacher. and affect -the process

of teaching and learning. And as-an additional
consideration, because the majority of women’s studies
teachers ,and students are female, current research on
women' as learners, both in terms of learning and
cognitive styles, should be taken into account in

. further research in this area.

y

Doyle’s second- alternative hypothesis, the

culture of the school paradigm, includes classroom,

variables not :connected specifically to the ‘behavior

, qé teachers or students. Rather than isolating
v

riables, this paradigm foguses on* the use of the
inductive-observational method £o record and analyze
the full rgdge of YﬁfiableSVi fluencing ‘a particular
class.  Often uged for formura;ing’hypotheses,.this-
method seems an appropriate methoddlogy for women’s
gstudies at this time. As noted in section 4, the
descriptive reviews, case studies, and personal

are uséful in conteptualizing the variables of effec-

'tive teaching in women’s studies.

J 0 I‘ |

P

‘narratives of women’d studies teachers and students -
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Winne and Marx: Reconceptualization of Research

Wﬁﬁ? and Marx (1977) build on.Doyle’s process-
* ‘process patradigm and further support Doyle’s-analysis
that th‘sg are serious conceptual and me\thodolog‘ical
problems with descriptive Tbrrelational and experi-
mental research that looks for causal _relationships
. | between the behavior of' teachers and the learning of
~students. They propose a reconceptualization of
.\ research on teaching to include variables that
¥ describe "how one learns."™ They further propose that
- .these variables should appl§ to students and teachers,
« alike. .~ In their view, "an adequate knowledge about'

™ teacher effectiveness cannot develop without congider-
ing the mental lite of teachers and students.” . '
Winne and Marx see the teacher as primarily,
although not exclusively, ‘responsible for communi-
cating. Such communication invodlves choices about
the sgtructure of the subject matter, the cognitive
and learning styles of the teacher, and "dynamic

‘ dg¥istonmaking'™ on the part of the teacher_in the

" ' classroom. Students are. primarily, but not exclu-
. sively, responsible for acquiring skills and know-
ledge, and this 'also involves the cognitive and
learning styles and the dynamic decisionmaking of .the

7fudent:s. . o : :

Although the authors call for(tesearch that takes
into account the multivariate and bidirectional nature
of the teaching and learning process, they acknowledge
that making these concepts operational is difficult. =
Cognitivie processes can only be inferred from be-
havior, and the f‘:lll extent and actual structure of
what one learns or how one think3 =- whether as
teacher or as student -- is nearly impossible to
quantify. Nevertheless, the approach of Winne and
Marx is useful for providing a comprehensive framework
for the analyseé, case studies, ~and descriptive
research in women’s studies. Their model suggests
that st@dents and teachers share responsibility for

-.-the quality of the teaching and \learning process.

11
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As a final note, Winne and Marx view the choices
of subject matter that teachers make within a frame-
work that preserves the "structure of the subject
(Bxuner, 1963).  In women’s studies, the body of
knowledge 1is developing rapidly, and teachers and
students are faced with a knowledge explosion. The
body of knowledge is also becoming mgore organized,. and
the curricular materials more sophisticated. The
decisions that teachers make, therefore, about the
design and organization of a course or a curriculum
are also dependent upon the body- of knowledge that is
B wvailable. And this in turn influences teaching_‘

, effectiveness. - i -t
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3. EVALUATION OF TEACHING ', "

Overview ) e

v

Research paradigms, at .least of the conceptual
rather than the methodological variety, favor a
multivaridte and bidirectional approach to under-
standing and assessing effective teaching and @learn-
ing. Conceptual papers on the evaluation of teaching
also take a comprehensive approach. The position
/gaper'of the American Association of U ivergity

rofessors (AAUP, 1974)vca113 for the use of multiple
measures to assesg the effectiveneqp of 1nstruction.
Measures of student learning,.student ratings of

.instruction, stullent and alumni interviews, classroom

.visitation by peers,‘iﬂStructor self-evaluation, and

. cutside expert evaluations all are recommended.

However, most colleges and - universities rely'
solely on student ratings for the evaluation of’
teaching. Although the research on teaching suggests
that looking for correlatiomal or causal relationships
between  the behavidr of teachers and the achievement

ﬁ”%tudents has not been particularly fruitful, the
wide use of student ratings necessitates a review of
current ‘attitudes toward the reliabilitx, validity,
and usefulness of these ratings. :

Terminologies, assumptions, and some confusion
inherent in the studies réported on in this section
need to be articulated. Reliability, for the most
part, refers hoth to the extent to which an instrument -
is consistent in measuring ‘objectives a: to the .

~consistency of the student raters. Validity, most

instances, does not refer to the validity of the
instrument used. Instruﬁents in these’ studies have:
been factor analyzed and validated. Validity, then, -
refers to the ability of the students to assess
validly the objectives and properties that .are assumed
to characterize effective teaching. . However, because
it is often difficult to agreé upon what is to be

13 o .
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measured and because different courses may have

different objectives (and adaptations of instruc-

_tional format to meet these objectives), questions Of =
- valid:lty*are of ten probIemat:lc As Talburtt et al. ’
(1977) comment, students seem'less adept at assessing

the putcomes of innova,t:lve as opposed to-conventional
scourses’or educational experiences.
. 1 ] < .
We also ‘need to be aware that. all of the work
reported on is correlational and 1nd:lcate relation-

ships. betw&en variables. , As the adage goej, .however,
.Correlation ‘does, not :lmply causation. S:_lm:llarly,.

the .research a/s:sumes t‘he existence of 'universal

- characteristics of effevtive teaching that cross and
ericompass . the various academic disciplines, so that

results- from an economics clags can be compared with
resul'ts from a clads in French language or-one in
educational psychology. Although Feldman and Newcomb

(1969) indicate that students and teachers associated -

with different academic fields tend to have differbnt
values and characteristics of personality, -Socklaff
and Papacostas (1975) state that the discipline does
not influence qualities of effective teaching. For
the most wart, researchers in the area assume the
latter position. '

Usefulness of student ratings is a mixed .concept.
Student ratings are sometimés used for either fqrma-
_tive or summative evaluation.* Centra (1972) reports,
however, that formative ratings do little, if any-
thing, to improve teaching in the 8hort run. We have
found no studies describing the long-term effect of
student ratings on the improvement of instruction.
Céntrd hypothesizes that student ratings tend to tell
the teacher what she or he already knows. :

e . (AN
*Formative evaluation 1is intended to mqdify or
improve instruction during a course. Summative
evaluation 1s conducted at the end of the course,

with the purpose of improving Ateach:lng in the
future.

1
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) - Often, student ratings are used for a_ combina- -
_ tion of purpodes in addition to the improvement of
__ téaching. These include making personnel or adminig-
tratiVe‘decisio@ and proViding infoxmation for
— students_in ghoosing classes and instructors. y-In some
instances, student ratings mer;ely take up space in
’ inacti‘ve Jfiles. " .
' . \ . n .
Confusion clouds the literature when it *becomes
-unclear whether, th# student rgwing forms measure the
effectiveness oF the teacher, the effectiveness off
the classroom experience, or the effectiveness of
N » the course as a whole. For eXample, if a student
K fndicates ‘"increased interest in the -subject," the
studies do nft indicate whether this .interest-is
related to ‘the enthugiasm or skill of tht teacher, the _
) composition of thé class, the background of the other
.f. class members, the quality of the reading materials, '
or the design of laboratory experiments. .

'The State of the Art r -
N
A ~thorough review of the evaluative research.in ,

teaching effectiveness 1is beyond the scope of this
planning study. The following review focuses on the
major, duestions of reliability, validity, and useful -
nesgs in student ratings. (

# ! ~Nalidity, Reliability, Usefulness

- : 0f Student Ratings -

Rdaln and Rodin (1972), in a frequently quoted
study, .assert that students "rate most highly in-
structors from whom they learn the least. The
authors define the objective criterion as what ..

) students learn and the subjective criterion as how
the students evaluate the. instructor. If student -
ratings measure the éffectiveness of teaching, there
should be a positive correlation between objective and
subjective criteria. :




M 4
Rodin and Rodin determined tha ,.with the initfal-
ability of the students “held constant, there was a.
. negative correlation (-.746 p < ,05) between what
students learned as .meagured by problem-solving tests
that exhausted the content of the course and thelr

student evaluatioll, reflect the personal and social
qualities of the -tBacher rather than the instruction.
"If how much students learn is considered to be the

rating of the i%ructo.rs. The authors _argue that’ '

major cgmponent of good teaching, it must be concluded -

. .that gobd teaching is-not vidlidly measured by student
evalua¢ions in their current form." . < )

In a critiqué of this research, Marsh et al.:
(1975) point out that there may have been methodo—-
logical flaws. 1In a replication of the Rodin and
Rodin' study, with methodological problems compensated
for and a greatly expanded list of variables, Marsh et

al. found that student evaluations are both valid and °

useful.

(197$f, and McKeachie et al. (1971) supports |the more
moderate view of Marsh et al. over that of Rodin and
Rodin. '

d .
The work of Costin et al. (1971)," Frez/'et al.

Costin et al. report that student ratings are
"reasonably” reliable when correlations from e¢ne year
to the néxt and from mid- to end-of-semester are
considered. They list a number of criteria that are
often associated with effective teaching and learning
by both students and teachers: “thorough knowledge of
the subject; preparation for class; motivation of
students to do their best; presentations of new points
of view or appreciations; and flexibility, enthusiasn,
warmth, agreeableness, and friendliness. ~ They
conclude, however, that although a-review of the
empiricgl sfudies indicates that student rdtings
provide reliable and valid information, these ratings
"£all far short” of a complete assessment of an
instructor’s teaching contribution.”

N
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Frey et al. obtained student ratings from large
multisection courses at three midwestern univer-

sities.: Their results demonstrate.that student:
accomplishment, clarity of teacher presentation,: and

organization or planning of tiie course correlate
positively with final examination scores and are,
therefore, valid, indicators of effective teaching. In
analyzing the relationship between student ratings and
student characteristics, the authors found that the
more experienced studentg tend to give higher ratings
to their instructors.

gpcKeachie et -al.  gathered and analyzed the

factdrs in a, variety of student rating forms. Skill

- of the teacher, difficulty of the codrse, structure ‘of *

the course, feedback to students, ' group intefgction in

the class, and rapport between students <and teachers .

(warmth) emerged as six stable factors.

The authors conducted five empirical studies,
involving more than 1,700 students, to determine the
relationship between the above factors and effective
teaching. With the caveat that none of the courses
‘wére identified as women’s studies courses, certain of

their findings need to be considered in the assessment

of teaching effectivenss in women’s studies.

~In all five studies, teachers who were rated
highly on "structure"” tended to be more effective with
women students than with men students. Teachers who
were given high ratings on warmth or rapport tended to
be effective on measures of student thinking (applica-
tion) as opposed to measures of student knowledge
(accumulation). . And teachers whom students rated as
having an impact, on their beliefs were effective in
chapging attitudes. In four of the five studies)

teachets rated highly on 'skill" tended to be par-

ticularly effective with women students. McKeachie et
al. recommend that results for men and women be
analyzed separately. "what works for men does not
necessarily work for women." »

-
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. sex of the student, sex of the teacher,'andeex
stereotyping. T ) 4 ' .

- . ¢

’Infigence of Sex Differences

Idéntification of sex'differenges n "'student .
ratings by McKeachie et al. also raises the questionm .
of . the .influence on student ratings of the. sex of both -
the instructor and the student rater. Several studies
that we have located are concerned with the issues of

Ferber and Huber (1976) asked students to rat,e
their college teachers in retrospétt, and found that °°
all womeh stuydents evaluated>all of- their - teache®s Lo
gore favorably than did‘:en students. Harris (1975) '
found,that female studpnts génerally rated their
+teachers’ performange higher than did male studepts on.
descriptions of the style of the teacher. Defining a '’
masculine- teaching style as active, aggressive, and*
directive and a feminine teaching.style as positive,
facil tive, -and listening, Harris found’ .that B
teach who used the masculine mode, irrespective of .
sex, were rated higher in performance than either male
ar. female teachers who used the feminine mode.

In.a'subsequent experiment,-Harris (1976) sougﬁﬁ>
to test the applicabiliey of research indicating’ tha
men and women, tend to perceive male-stereotyped
behavior as superior to and healthier than female-
stereotyped behavior and that American women amrd men
both tend to rate the perfoymance and competence of
women lowdér than th of ,men.§\ Harris found that there -
was an overwhelmin!ﬁ tendency for a teacher described
in masculinely stereotyped terms to be rated more -

‘positively on all variables except warnth. The’

results of Harris’s experiment suggest that feminine
traits, rather than female gender, are viewed nega-
tively in teaching. ' "' H N
. Kashak (1978) determined that disciplines or _

‘subject areas traditionally associated with one or the’ )
other sex did not affect the ratings of male or female
professors by, students of' either sex. The sex qg t
professor, ‘however, seemed to be the crucial fac &

| » ‘ : 12’
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" which males evaluated faculty members. Women students *
rated female professors equally with male professors
on such variables as effective-ineffective, concerned-
- unconcerned, likeable»not likeable, and excellent-—
~ poor. They did not find female professofs less
powerful and did not discriminate on the basis of sex
except to ‘choose to take a course from a female
teacher. Male students,. on the other hand, assigned
higher ratings to male professors on these variab
regardless of subject area. These results do not
support the conclusion .of Harris (1976) that it is
. stereotyped behavior, rather than sex itself, that is
devalued. ' -

I,Summary \
’ The AAUP (1974) call for multiple measures for

tlie assessment of teaching effectiveness has been |
" heard throughout the land. - And Bergquist and Phillips
(1975) report that ‘teacher self-evaluation and student
learning style forms have been developed and are in
. ~use., Nevertheless, we have not been able to locate
-validation stydies of these forms or of’outside

expert opinion. %

Centra (1975) found that, in comparing student
and instructor peer ratings.of the same instructor,

. student raters, who have the reputation of being

~ lenient (Q}ldebrand 1972), are less lenient.than °
facultyﬁpeers. the average colleague rating was 4.47 ‘
on a 5-point scaMe; the average. student, rating was
3#8.  Centra concluded that peer ratings are not as
valid as student ratings. L -

" Our position with respect to the reliability, .-
validity, and usefulness of student ratings .is
decidedly middle-of-the-road. 'The bulk of the - .
literature. supports the findings of Marsh et’ al. over -
those of Rodin and Rodin. It is clear, however, that
factors such as the sex of the student and the sex of
the teacher, and the.issue of sexism or .sex stereo-
typing, are potent variables that affect the use and .

oy

- . y T .
P 19 . :




A

uéefﬁlness of student ratings. We agree with the AAUP
that multiple measures should be accepted in the
< evaluation of teaching effectiveness. -However, ‘
. gtudent ratings are better than nothing and are #’) -
going to -be around for awhile, and to eliminate them
entirely because of their shortcomings would be to
eliminate a large data base‘in aqd out of: women’s

studies. . ‘
. ”
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4. REVIEW OF THE LITERhURE ON_THE
* EVALUATION OF TEACHING EFPECTIVENESS

* IN WOMEN’S STUD¥ES
AN § y

T e

This section covers three principal areas:
(1) overview of the approaches taken in assessing
teaching effectiveness in women’s studies, who the
investigators are, what methods they use, and what use
is made of their findings; -(2) chronological review of |
the published and unpublished literature during the
1972-1978 period; and (3) the published and informal
literature of women’s studies values, 'teaching
methods, and classrooms. .

<

Overview of Approaches §
E

- At leagt .three different approaches have been
used 1in' assessing .teaching and/or course ‘or program
effectiveness in women'g studies, and a faurth is in -
the developmental stage. Although the practitioners
of anysone method have, .to varying degrees, tried to.
incorporate some of the values, objectives, and
methodologies of the other “approaches, their work is

- based on fundaméntally different premises. Over-

lapping values and objectives, and at times imprecise
or conflicting- terminologies, tend to blur distinc~-
tions in concept.* ‘ - .

We categorize the four approaches as: (1l).
descriptive reviews of women’s studies courses and
programs, which provide context fog‘:ying more
specific questions of teaghing effe eness (2)
student course ratings; (3) research of experimental
design; ‘and (4) exploratory or case study research.

/

Descriptive Reviews
; ¥

In the early phases of course or program develop~
ment, the descriptive review looks to document the
need "and value of women’s studies. ' Factors such as

who the students are, the relation between the content

21
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of the courses and larger educational “and societal
issues, modes of instruction, and outcomes reported by

students are assessed with an-eye to establishing the

course or program as academically . respectable and . .

socially necessary. *

Exampifs of the descriptive review are numerous.
They. are often contained in program reports and
requests for. course credit or degree-granting status,
and they are by no means limited to- early women’s
studies. - Wilson’s review of the Women’s Studies
Program at the University of Puget Sound (1976),
the final evaluation of "Images of Women in Litera-
‘ture" at the University of Minnesota (Davis et a1.,
1975-76), and, Howe s Seven Years Later: * Women's

Studies Programs in 1976 (1977) are examples of this
mode. . , " o

The people who do desc%iptive reviews may or
ay not also use the methods of inquiry traditional in

social science research and may or may not test the

extent to which courses and programs meet their
objectives. As often as not&>practitioners possess
women’s studies experience as teachers or adminis~
trators, or are sympathetic to women’s studiess
The descriptive review may contadn elements of

‘. subjectivity. Certainly, to some extent, it must

‘'rely on impressions. 1t has been invaluable in
establishing the instigutional context 1in which
women’s s\\\ies teaching and evaluation occur. .

A variation of the descriptive review ~= the
mandated evaluation by outside "experts" -= also,
occurs in women’s studies. A\comprehensive summary of
either voluntary or mandateﬁr@ﬂ;ws is beyond ‘the
scope of this planning study, and ny such documents

are not generally available. The specific examples of
the voluntary descriptive reyiew that we ipclude_are

those available to us that also measure the relative‘

achievement of course or program objectives. in terms

of student course ratings or experimental design

researche.
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Student Course Ratings

. The second approach -- gsometimes included in

_ reports of the first -~ adheres with more or less

,fidelity to tfhe student course rating method of
soliciting information on a standard departmental or
all-university questionnaire, or on a farm desigﬁed by
"an individual instructor or a women’s studies ‘program.
The goals of this approach are to produce quantifiable
data that can be used by decisionmaking groups:

- students, teachers, administrators, and personnel and
planning and curriculum committees.

Contrary to the findings of ‘Yamoor et al. (1973);

that formal course evaluation seemed not to have kept “

up with the growth of women’s studies, 94 percent’ of
the respondents to our survey reported that their
courses were regularly evaluated (see appendix).

Despite ‘the stated reserwations about the reliability,
alidity, and usefulness of student ratings, these
ratings provide an unanalyzed data base for future
'research in teaching effectiveness. The research of

the University of Minnesota are, examples of extensive
_evaluatfon of course and program effectiveness.

Experimental Design Research X 1 !

B

-

" In the'experimental design approach, a researcher
or research team from the outside |- or from some
point between outiide and in -~ admipisters tests to

determine to what extent certain defined objectives -

have been achieved by the "treated" ‘groupe This

approach may be used in descriptive revi®is (Shueman

‘ and Sedlacek, 1976) or in case studids that also ‘use

’ student coprse evaluations (Davis et al., 1975-76), or

\ it may be included in program self-survey reports
(University of Minnesota, 1978).

. Sometimes the_ research has hypotheses to préve

(Borod, 1975) or seeks to ve}idate the construct of

the Women’s 'Studies Evaluation Group at the University
of thhington and , the Measuremeént Services Center at

N
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some particular instrumeutvon scqQring system (Coffman,
1978). iIn the most liberal vein, the researcher may
function ad a participant observer and/pr check or

-supplement 4instrument data with interviews. with._

students and teachers and -- the hardiest folk
with content analysis of student course producti

' (Speizer, 1975). In studies based on the Multi-

Attribute -Utility Decision-Theoretic (MAUT) model,
participants contribute to setting the goals to be
measured (Brush et al., 1978).

a L4

Experimental design studies have, for the most
part, sought to measure outcomes 1in relation to
assumed or stated course Oor program objectives, used a

pre- and post-test -format (with or without a control

group), gathered , basic’ demographic’ information, and

.concentrated on measuring’ self-co pt, sex stereo-

typing, and sex-role ‘attitudes. ceptions to and
variation in this pattern will be noted. “

, It appears that "experimental deéign studies

either posit a connection between affectdve changes
and the enhanced ability to absorb and utilize subject
matter, or assume that affective change is one of the
goals of tthe women’s-studies course. The use to which

" these studies ,are' put is not .always clear in the

literature. JSohetimes, the proposed course of action
is to improve the design or scope of future studies.
Sometimes, it 1is ‘in the application og the results
to specific issues_ in deyeloping women’ 8 studies
curriculum.

n
»

Ekploratbry or Case Study Research

The exploratony or c#se study approach differs
from many. of the experimental design research methods
by more j}rectly addressing the issues of materials,

hethodol gies, structures, and pedagogies used in

women’s studies rclassrooms. Bonnepa¥th (1978)
describes the concept behind the development of this
approach as follows:

-
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A commitment to innovation in curricula

. and teaching technique mist be carried over
to the evaluation process itself. Surveys

_of student . characteristies.and attitudes .. .

- provide impertant feedback on many ques-
tions, but alternative evaluation tech~ "~
- ‘niques are neededltg get at the theoretical'
issues... .

Some of the theoretical issues raised- by Bonne-
parth that are addressed in the literature on the
exploratogry or case study research include:. the
rationale belfind establishing one kind of women’s
studies course or program rather: than another; ques-
tions of content, focus, and progression, the ‘relation
bgtween learning and doing; and- the process of making
goals operational. Again, it should be noted that
there may be overlapping quectives between this
approach and the others.

The research conducted by Talburtt et al. (1977),
based, on ,the formative evaluation model focused on
the effects of three types of women’s educational
programs (internships,  women’s. studies courses, and
skills. development classes) in eight institutions.
The exploratory research of Elovson and Cockcroft
(1977) concentrated on assessing the impact’ of women’s
studies courses on students’ lives. The case studies
of Davfs et al. (1975-76), Kritek and Glass (1978),
and Register et al. (1978) assessed the curricular,
methodolggical, |structural, pedagogical, and outcome
aspectsf of, reBpectively, an "Images of Women in
"Literature" course, a course oriented toward problem
solving and the interrelations” between professional
.nursing .and the women’s movement, gnd a two-term
senjor fintegrative-seminar.for women’s studies majors.
ﬁlthoz?k specific applications of the fourth approach
may vary in debign and scope, they share an emphgsis
‘on the direct 'utilization of findings by students,

teachers, and program planners.
']
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Review of the Literature

. ¢

For the purposes of this planning study,‘we have
——-chosen -to - organize the materials. in this .subsection

chronologically. A straight topical or thematic

organization would have the advantage of identifying,

major issues and methodologies and ‘of addressing

_;_discrete aspects of, the subject of teaching effective-

nesg. MHowever, the presence of overlapping bjectives
and methodologies 1in the literature, compdunded by
confusions .in terminology- and varying degrees of
methodological specificity and consistency, make
thematic or topical organization difficult from a
conceptual point of view. ) »

A chronoiogical organization has the advantage‘of

documenting changes in the focus of women 8 studies’

evaluative research, particularly when we consider the
time frame in which a specific study was undertaken as

opposed to  the date of publication (or, in the case of"

doctoral regsearch, the year the degree was awarded).

Women's studies is a field in the process of
evolution. ' This fact is reflected nowhere more

- clearly than in the literature on its evaluation. Our

review of this literature cannot be complete given
that many studies that undoubtedly exist have not been
reported or Bdsted in the conventional indices. Our
review is as complete as it is- thanks to the help, we
received from individual women 8 Btudies instructors
and programs. : _ . ? '

Chronological Reviev of 1972-75 Studies

By surveying 125 instructors listed in the 1970 -

Modern Language Association Current Guide to Female

Studies, Yamoor et al. (1973) found that, of the 44
percent who respanded, qnly 16 percent reported that
their courses were formally evaluated. - The team
concluded that, "feedback indicates a highly favorable
reaction, from students, but instructorsé lacked the

» 3
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time and research competence to conduct evaluation;

yielding objective data "

Yamoor et al. assessed'fhe outcomes of "Life

Styles of Educa;ed Women" at “the University of
Minnesota, using a questionnaire they designed (the
Minnesota Women’s Scale, 1973). The team did not séek-
to measure changes in attitude, and they had no
control group. Therefore, it is difficult.to know in

.what ways the womepn’s studies students in the coutse

differed from other students or, with the exception of

_the positive course ratings, whether the "favorable"

outcomes reported were the result of having taken the
course. ' .
» . L
Impact _of 1973 Wesleyan Conferences. In 1973

two conferences were held at Wesleyan University
(Connecticut) to discuss the conceptual and ethical
issues involved in evaluative research. in women’s
studies and the relative merits of several evalugtion
models. = As reported by Tobias et al. (1973), among
the 1issues discussed at the. first conference was the
subject and control of any evaluative research.

Also addressed was the appropriate mechanism for

measuring the attainment of goals that range fromi

-affecting 1individual values (increasing self-esteem

and intellectual competence) and group values (posi-
tive attitudes toward women and- the ability to work
cooperatively), through challenging myths about women
and nerating new theoretical models within the
variduys disciplines, tix§pstigéiing institutional and
societal changes The cotfference was important for its
attempt to define values and goals for women’s studies.

« and women’s stuyiies evaluative research on a national

~

level.

As. a direct result of ‘the two conferences,
several evaluative'scudies were undertaken using
variations on the MAUT model introduced by the  late
Marcia Guttentag. Although: Guttentag s model was %in
its developmental stage when presented to the Wesleyan
cohferences, it is important to-understand why dit

- .. | = 27‘ ’ ﬁt. 5
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‘.was attractive to the participants, as well as the
+ rationale behind 1ts-specific applications.. :

kind of evaluative research that would produce’

information of direct use to women’s studies teachers

and students in improving courses and programs. .

' As reported by Tobias et al., MAUT offered the oppor-

. tunity for course or program participants to develop a.
range of goals to be achieved, to rank the goals in

order of priority and probability of achievement, and

‘to use existing instruments of measuring change or to

‘design new measures to ‘apswer questions of specific

concern to women’s studies teaching and evaluation.

In sum, the decision-theoretic model gffered the -
chance of stating both-shortr and long-ranZe goals and

the possibility for®women’s.studies practitioners to
control the process and direction of evaluation. (A

) more detaiLedeiscussion of this model 18 presented

«  in the following subsection.) - ‘

‘ LN 4

. One evalua ion of a women’s studies program that

came out of the Wesleyan conferences was -conducted by

Mangione and Wiersma (1974) at the University of

.Massachusétts/Boston. Their research was intended -
both as a descriptive review of the program’s educa- :

tional value and- as a planning study for future

L

At the caonferences, emphasis was given to the R

development. Students, faculty, and staff were.

involved 1in setting the objectives to be measured,
based on the values discussed ,at the Wesleyan con-
ferences, supplemented by goals” that might be specific.
to an urban working-student population. The objec-'
tives were measured using an interview questionnaire
that sought to determine the eéextent to which the
expectations of a variety of students (men, women, and
minorities) were being met by the women s studies
courseg An the program. .
~ Mangione. and Wiersma established that, on the
whole, student expectations vere being met. The
" researchers noted a synergetic effect from taking more
than one course; that is, the more courses taken, -the

2 )
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greater the achieyvement of goals. Significantly, when
asked to rate women’s studies courses with respect to
their other college courses, 45 percent of the study

partictpants considered them "better" or "much

better." Women rated the courses higher than did men,

and women’s studies “concentrators" rated the courses.

the highest of all. 4

Although Mangione and Wiersma made specific
recommendations for addressing the needs of men and
minorities, for the purposes of this review, the
remarks of Ferguson in the introduction of Mangione
and Wiersma’s report are mpre relevant. According to
Ferguson;"ﬂﬁtitude changes" were not assessed because
there was no scale sensitive enough to address _ the
issue of consciousness faising‘ in an. environment
having multiple influences. Moreover, one of the
most important findings of the study was ''the value
students give to cognitive. learning' in Women’s
Studies." Being presented with '"solid information"
and learning techniques for acquiring knowledge and

for "assessing their own experiences were more,

important than attitudinal changes. Presumably, this
appreciation for cognitive learning was expressed” in
the student interviews. -

~
It is noteworthyg}hat, although the a,cquisition

of know?drge and "intgllectual compefence" were aWong-
~the vafues describe’ at- the Wesleyan conferences -
(Tobias et al., 1973), the majority of the experi-

mental studies have sought to measure changes in
attitude, wusing one or more of the [instruments devel-
‘oped in the early 1970°s to measure‘/the acquisition of
new attitudes as the result of the rise of interest in
feminism and the women’s liberatipn movement. Sach
*instruments include the Spence and Helmreich Attitude

Toward Wdomen Scale (AWS, 1972), the Bem Sex-Role -
Inventory (1974), and the revised Minnesota Women’s -
~ Scale (1974). Older instruments, such as the Ten~

nessee Self-Concept Scale (1965) and the Broverman

Sex-R.oleﬁ Stereotype Scale (1968), will be noted in
place. “As Ferguson suggests, ‘some o \ thg questions -

. S 37 | ) -,
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that surround when and what to measure in women’s
studies involve the appropriateness of these scales in

*

an evolving field. ' .

Focus on Sex-Role Attitudes. Ruble et al. (1975)

conducted 'two field studiés at the University of
California, Los Angeles in which they tested the
extent to which three women’s studies courses-were
effective in changing seX-role attitudes- of partici-
pants in relation to a control group. ‘Five general
areas were analyzed: future plans; dislike and
distrust of women; agreement with traditional roles of -

- women; - nonstereotypic beliefs ’aboutz sex roles; and

the specific outcomes. o .

perception of sex discrimination. authors found
that women’s, studies classes significantly -increase
students’ n6nstereotypic beliefs and their perception
of sex discrimination, while decreasing their- agree-
ment with the traditional role of women, even in a
one-term course. However, +the research found no
significant change in career plgns or with regard to
dislike and distrust< of wome The 'authors also
found that, women who inftially had more traditional
attitudes changed the most. Their research could not
determine Which aspects of the _courses accounted for

-

In.an unpublished dectoral dissertation, Speizer
(Boston Untversity, 1975) reports on her use of the
Attitude Toward Women Scale. This 55-item test of
profeminist (defined as "liberal”)" attitudes toward
women was used to measure changes in- feminist orienta-

. tion among students who participated in a one-semester

course entitled "Perspgctive on Women in American
Society"”-at Garland Junior College (Hassachusetts) in’
1974. Speizer /found that the scores of the students
in that course \rose significantly in comparison with
the scores of the other women enrolled in the college
that semester ho were tested. This reflected, -
Speizer concludeds a heightened awareness of sex-role
tereotyping attitudes towatd women as a direct result
of the cOursé. . -

. g
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Using Rosencréntz'S\-theory of selffconcept'

(1968), Speizer hypbthesized‘ that a negative self~
concept would change as the result of exploring
sex—role stereotyping in" a “wlmen’s studies course.
The verbal and written statements of .the students, as
reflected in claqg discussions and in journals, were
analyzed. for Yhits and themes that would express
positive or negative feminipme self-concept, positive
male 'self-concept, or no self-concept. Speizer’s
hypothesis could neither be copfirmed nor refuted.
She discovered that, although the sStudents were
willing to talk about women in general, they were
reluctant to talk or write about themselves. , .
S L 3
Speizer also concluded that different teaching
styles did not affect outcomes if the two women’s
studies cougses studied. She comments on the extent
to which her findings can be generalized, and, for the

3

purposes of this review, makes a telling point about

the AWS:

Attitudes toward women and men’s roles in
our society seem to be changing very fast.
It is difficult, therefore, to ‘find an
instrument which is valid and reliable even
within a year of its publication.

Value of Sharing Common Experiences. Borod (Case

Western Reserve University, 1975) hypothesized

that female participants in her "Psychology of
Women and the Acquisition of Sex Differences" course
would decrease the discrepancy between their per-
ceptions of typical masculine and* feminine charac-
teristics, become less stereotypically feminine in
their real and ideal self-perceptions, and become more
libeéral.in attitudes toward women’s rights roles, nd
privileges. Using the revised Broverm Sex~RoOle
Sterebtyping Questionnaire (1972), the AWS, and the
Women’s Liberation Movement Questionnarie, Borod
conducted pre- and .post-course, testing with followup
measurement 3-1/2 months later on both the experi-
7menta1 and “cottrol gtOups“ Datakanalysis did not

§$‘~‘“’ RN
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support any of her hypotheses. Surprisingly, however,
‘the women who formed the control graup became signifi-
cantly more profeminist in their attitudes toward

" women and- less stereotypi¢ in Ctheir perceptions of
real. self and of the differences between males and
females, but only over the period of the study.

Borod¢ undoubtedly "dispirited by her findings’,
explained them variously. It was possible, she
suggests, that the women’s studies course might
“reinforce, rather than liberalize, sex-role stereo-
types," particularly since th course - readings and
lectures emphasized "researche% descriptions of sex
differences, and their acquisition." This is an

. important analysis because it is quite possible that
courses in which the materials run counter-to the
objectives may present special problems in teaching
technique (see Hoffman, 1972). ‘

A major implication of her findings, Borod notes,
is that, if the goal of women’s studies' is to change
sex roles, then instructional formats -that encourage
sharing common experiences, as in a consciousness—
raising group, might be more effective. ‘Borod also
suggests that expogure to the milieu created by the
women’s movement and participation in the study itself
may have influencgd.the scores of the 3ontrol group.

Further Study of Attitude Changes. Shueman .and

‘Sedlacek (1976) in 1975 conducted a study that com-

bined the legitimizing aspects of the descriptive

{ . review with experimental research on attitude changes.

The authors compared students in nine women’s studies
courses with students in an undergraduate psychology
course at the Uhiversity of Maryland. In addition to
gathering demographic information, data on attitudes
relating to career goals and women’s issues, and
course evaluations of teaching effectiveness, they
used the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (1974) as a measure of
psychological androgyny. and the Tennessee Self-~Concepft

Scale (1965) to assess chapnges in feminine stereo-

typing and self-concept as the result of the courses.

o M A !
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' The researchers made an effort to align the concepts
they wished té measure with informdtion on the objec-
tives of the women’s studies program outlined in

-—f———*pmogmmmﬁnxmhures. : g

-The authoré reported that, in 1975, women’s

- studies courses were largely of interest to women,
were taught mainly by women, were offered in the
humanities and social sciences, were perceived by the
students as academiéally rigorous, and did increase.

student awareness of sex roles and the "situation" of \ |
women in society. They fouhd, -however, no significant o
J ‘change in self-concept or stereotyping that could be

attributed to the courses, ‘and speculated th&t  one
"gemester may be "too short a’time for any significant
change to occur and be reflected in a standardized
measure." . - '

B -Scoft-et—als (1977), reporting on research they
conducted in 1974, found that some student.attitudes
can be.altered_by.a one-semester or one-quarter courq"
in vomen’s studies as measured on the AWS. Their-
Bubjects were students in two midwestern rcolleges.
The authofts suggest that the influential factors.

~ in 1liberalizing scores wexe the relevance of the

‘materials in the course tpla predominantly female - | |,
enrollment, emphasis opf student involvement in- ,
discussions, and the use Af strong historical women as
‘role models, as well" as” the contemporary role models
presented bx\highly e?mpetent_guest speakers. |,

In an evaluation of a course entitled "Achieve=- - |
mepnt Motivation in Women: Psychological and Socio~-
‘logical Perspectives" (1975) at the University of
Minnesota, pre- and ‘pest~course assessment on four
scales (Self-Assessment Scales, Attitudes -Toward
. Women as Managers, AWS, and Achievement -Motivation
. Inventory) did not- detect any changes that could. be
attributed to participation in the course. . In student
gelf-evaluations, however, mahy reported that they-<had
not only learned new facts, theories,.and approaches,
‘but had -also gained new perspectives on themselves as

———
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women and as scholars and were much more- ready \to
asgsume responsibility for their educations.

& .

-“jmThaqps'm(University~—e£~v6&lifstnia; Los - -Ahgelesy
1975) reported in an unpublished doctoral dissertation
that the students who scored the highest ‘in feminism
on the AWS were ‘those enrolled in women’s studies
courses in which the instructor announced either
verbally or through course objectives that she was a
feminist. In courses in which the instiructor was
explicitly or 1mpg}cit1y "critical" of women, the
scores on the scale were significantly lower. Thames
‘called for the development of a questionnaire that
would tap the most feminist and radical interests and
attitudes of students in order to measure the full
spectrum of responses to womgn’s studies. -

-

The MAUT Model

Although Guttenﬂhg 8 Multi-Attribute Utility'

Decision-Theoretic model did not reach a national
women’s studies reagership until 1978, versions of
MAUT were published as early as 1973. And Guttentag’s
presentation at the 1973 Wesleyan conferences inspired

several studies(based on her methodology, including

that conducted by Brush et al. during 1974-75 at
Wesleyan University. The results of park of that
study were circulated as early as 1974, and a fipal
version, "The Paradox of Intention and Effect:. A
Women’s Studies Course,". received wider distribution
in Signs (summer 1978).

Report of Guttentag et al. In “Evaluating
Women's Studies: A Decision-Theoretic Approach"
(Guttentag et al., 1978), the authors characterize

some of the problems that traditional research .

encountegs when addressing iteelf to women’s studies.

First, formal evaluation, usually conducted by an

outside evaluator, may not agk the kinds of questions
that most women’s studies practitioners want answered.
These questions deal less with success and more with
ways in which courses and programs -can be improved.

-
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Second, the fraditional models of evaluation often
measure goals that are not shared the various
groups that have an interest'ip the projects Third,

- goals &nd expectations may change during the~period

of evaluation. The traditional models, which are
oriented toward summative r sults, may not be able to
acoommodate/&be revision.

.

MAUT involves the participanta of the evaluation

directly in setting goals an¢ in egtablishing priori- .
ties that are specific to a particuldr course (or to a.

number of courses in a women’s studies program), as
well as in assessing the probability of achievement.
The evaluators are responsible for :finding or devel-
oping~ techniques to measure the .degree to which any
given goal is met, and for collecting and analyzing
the data using Bayesian statistics. The opportunity
for differént groups to establish different goals for
the evaluation and to assess the probability of
achievement seems particularly important in a field in
which the goals range from increasegd inqgllectﬁal

self-confidence to changing society.

An important part of the process involves identi-
fying the areas to be evaliated and making the defini-
tions operational; that is, breaking the expected
outcomes down to specific attitudes or actions and
identifying the -alternative instructional formats for

"implementing ‘the goals.

. The MAUT model, the authors argue, permits
the kind of "iteration" and flexibility needed in
evaluating the complex exppctatioﬁs of women’s studies
courses and programs. Their presentation does not
specify instruments that are compatible with MAUT;

they, do say that priority should be given to devel~-

oping new and appropriate techniques for measurement.
Analyzing the data collected at any point in the
process, assigning 1mportancg,weights,' and convert-
ing these weights mathematically by Bayesian statis+
tical analysis permits a series of .interactions
between probability and testing results so that a

- \t
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judgment may be made about which sort of instructional
mode or course best achieves the desired goal. -

4 , A

"""" +Report of Brush et als —Brush et -als begin their - ——
report of a specific application of MAUT with a
statement that needs to be viewad in thé 'context of
the evolution of women’s studies. Of the_.two, K sets of
goals that are emphasized by practitioners -- "the
traditional academic goals of intellectual mastery of
subject matter and the imparting of a substantial
amount of information" and the "less traditional goals
2 _of personal ‘ change" +~ the researchers considered "1t
more worthwhile to test whether the second set of
goals, '"resocialization," might be achieved in a
classroom setting durzng a one-semester interdis-
ciplinary course. The goals of resocialization, as
specified by the participants, were categorized by the
researchers as improved selfgesteem,” improved self-
concept, and commitment to a "feminist ideology," ,
defined as changed attitudes toward the social role of
. women; raised career aspirations, and consciousness of
sex bias. . ' «

The instruments used included the Bem Sex-Role
Inventory, the Broverman Sex-Role Stereotype Scale,
the I. Am test (Kuhn and McPartland, 1954), and a
revised version 9f‘the‘Minnesota Women’s Scale,
supplemented by questions to elicit information on
career plans and reactions to sex bias that was
used to "graph ideology." When the results of the
Minnesota questionnaire were discussed a year later
with the students, "spontaneously mentioned changes"
attributed to the women’s studies course were recorded
and analyzed. ¢

As suggested by the title of the Brush et al. .
report, the .authors found a paradox of intentfon and ‘
effect on several levels. The first paradox involved
the students and the coqurse goals. Consistent with

~the findings of Speizer (1975) and Ruble et al.
(1975), entry level scores of the women’s studies
enrollees initially were high. - In the Brush et al.

\
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Qtudy% the scores of‘pome of- their‘control groupe were
also high. (The’number of men in the study was small,
and their scores were not tabulated.) '

Brush et al. found that women who came into the
course with more traditional attitujes changed the
most. For the rest, the course tended to validate pr-
clarify prior beliefs and to reinforce their retention
- by providing information, forms of argumentation, and

the opportunity to articulatf belief, information, and
critical analysis. In at least one of the authors’
control groups, initially strong profeminist belidfs
weakened over time, presumably because they had not
received the kind of reinforcement and strengthening
that a' women’s studies course can provide.

-

ingtru
sophisticated instruments, the statistical measures
failed to detect the kinds of changes that the
students reported in their ggferviews a yédar, or more
after the completion of the

of interview data suggested Some changes in gelf+
concept, and particularly in the areas of heightened
self-confidence, in the value placed on independence,
in the acceptance of qualities of masculinity and
feminity about which some of the ,women’s studies
students initially had been ambivalent, and, on the
part of 6 of the 16 women interviewed from the ‘1974
classes, in- an increased respect for women.,’

T;: secpnd paradox ‘involved the measurem

Of the various_conclusions the authors drew,
perhaps the most relevan§jfor this part of the litera-
ture review is their assessmen; of the changing goals
of this particular women’s.studies course since its
inception in 1970. Initially, changes in' behavier and
attitude -- the second set of goals -- were of primary
cgoncern. - By 1978, however, when the study was pub-.
. lished, both the 1n§iructor and the students stressed
"1nte11ectua1 mastery” as their primary objective in
giving or taking the course. The instructional format
had also undergone qgspestfied changes.

-
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Chrondloiical Reilcw*gf 1975~78 Studies

Inferviews conducted in 1975 by Bose et al.

_.(1971) Bf women’s studies majors and nonmajors at the

©

University of Washington support the findings of Brush
et al. -~ i.e., that students report positive changes
in self-image as,a result of their women’s studies

_experiences. The students in the Bose et al. sample

also reported "an increased awareness of their own
needs, and more faith in their ability to fulfill
these needs," thus confirming the value (or perhaps

_ the necessity) of independence.

Effects of Introductory Sequence. A study of the.
effects of the introductory séquence at the University
of Minnesota (1976) used the Washington University:
Sentence Completion Test of Ego Development (1970) and
thé AWS. No pre-'to post-course chariges in ego-levels
or attitudes were found either in the control groups
or among the students who had completed the women’s
studies introductory sequence. The research estab-
lished, however,  a correlation between the women in
both groups who had more liberal attitudes toward
" women and a higher than average ego level. The report
suggests that this correlation may stem from. the
ideals of self-realization and identity supported by
the women’s movement. .

Coffman (1978) reported on her 1976 investigation
of the effect of 1ntfoductoty ‘wébmen”s studies classes
on sex-role stereotyping. Coffman hypothesized that
these classes would reduce sex-role stereotyping by
increasing androgyny and masculinity scores on the Bem

" Sex-Role Inventory and that the control group of

introductory sociology students who expressed an
interest in taking women’s ‘studies coufses would not.
Coffman also sought construct validity for psycho-
logical androgyny,- which was defined operationally
as the ability to respond flexibly to situations,
as opposed to reacting according to sex-role prescrip-’

tion. She anticipated. increased masculinity scores as

9
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a preliminary atep to ! androgyny based on the findinga
of Steiger (1977) and |others.

S Coffman’s. --data--;-a-nalys:l.s- ‘did. not. support. her. .. _

‘hypotheses with respect to the women’s studies intro-
ductory classes: ne}ther these nor the introductory
‘sociology courses significantly reduced sex-role
. stereotyping, which Jms a goal 'of the women studies
course at the Univergity of Washington. :
Two, other stud es conducted during this period
were exploratory in design and relied heavily to
exclusively on student self-report. These studies

Lo

addressed, respectively, program effectiveness -

" (Talburtt et al., 977) and impact of women’s studies
tourses on students’ 1lives (Elovson and Cockcroft,
1977). Both studfes illuminate some of the cognitive
and pedagogical 1isgues ‘that -are revealed in the threé
case studies discussed later in this section.

Study of Program Effectiveness. The foal of
Project WELD (Women’s Education: Learning and Doing)
'was to evaluate the impact, outcomes, and implications

of* three women’s feducational programs: .internships, \

defined as Tcareer exposure in out-bf-classroom
settings; women’s studies academic courses (not
necessarily a part of a formal women’s studies
program); and ‘skills development classes or workshops,
including assertiveness training, career planning, and
personal growth xperienq,es. The programs were housed’
‘in eight insy@utions, six of which -were primarily
women’s colle and two of which were coeducational
universities wi h women’s centere. t should be noted
that although e programs were vieyed separately, any
combination of /the three may be intluded 1n a women’s
studies progra .

Uaing a pre-teated form, Talburtt et al. inter-
viewed students (most of whom had completed the

programs a Yyear prior to the interview), teachers,
admtnistrators, and supervisors, and they consulted

L 4
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with a national advfsor§ board. The interviews
provided both quantitative and qualitative informa-
tion, and primacy was given to returning the r sults

to theuinstitutions to document and/or to improve

their programs’ effects.

. Talburtt et al. found that, for the most part,
the students chose the various programs to gain the
general outcomes promised, that the outcomes were
achieved, and that unexpected results were achieved
that were highly valued by the students. Internships

promoted pro¥essional skills and career exposures, but -
- they also increased self- confidence and sense of

personal potential. Skills classes were reported as

developing interpersonal skills. They also developed '

self-confidence, independence, feminist perspectives,
and self-understanding. In other words, each type, of
program accomplished its objectives and fostered

" outcomes that were unanticipated. When the students

compared their programs to their other classes, in no

- case did they report that the "traditional curriculum"

developed qualities that they considered important i
a significantly better way.

As the authors note, program structure has impact
on educational outcomes, for the outcomes were indeed
different, even with some overlappings.

(-9

Women’s studies would appear to be the most -

direct route to'fostering feminist con-

sciousness about women’s past and present.

An 1nternship encouragés the development

of professional potential and antidis-

crimination skillg better than either [o

the other two program types or the tradi- -

tional curriculum. Yet with the exception
of a sense of women’s historical past
and professional qualities, Ahe skills
experience seems to promote every other
attribute better than the traditional

college experience.
4
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.employment (Bose et al., 1977).

a ”

Internships and skills clas;::\hny already be a
part of a women“s studies program (as they are at
Portland State University, for instance) or may be a
part of a women’s studies course that dlffera from the

ones in Talburtt’s study. Nevertheless, the' findings -

of this<research have implications for building
curriculum in and out of women’s studies, particularly

.in 'an era in which students are acutely sensitive to

the relation "between their education and future

$

While a majority of the women’s studies students
found the c¢ourse impact to be greater than other
educational experiences, 23 percent of this group
rated their classes as having the "same" or "less"
impact, a higher percentage than in either the skills
or the internship groups. Satisfaction with the
"academic content" was slightly higher in women’s
studies than in the other two programs. The authors
propose that, in this study, the comparability between
women’s studies and traditional courses made it easier
for the students to know what to eXpect by way of
cognitive development and hence were better able to
measure the cognitive development gained. This study
also found that teachers slightly overestimated the
possible outcomes of the women’s studies courses,

particularly, in the areas of creativity and leader-.

ship.

~

Impact on Student’s Lives. ‘The exploratory

. research of Elovson and Cockcroft (1977) was designed

to generate a brdad base of data to illuminate

- curricular and pedagogical issues and to develop a

"reliable and sensitive" instrument of assessment. In
examining the impact of participation in“women’s
studies classes on students’ lives over time, the
authors proposed an alternative to the "defined-
objective" approach to evaluation. To avoid the
methodological difficulties, the "parad0x of intention
and effect," and the unanticipated outcomes that
so often crop up in the literature, the authors

/'
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recommended the "empirical-inductive" approach and the
‘expanded use of student self-reporting.

‘Using a combination of open-ended ‘and directed- - -
-attention «qqpstions, Elovson and Cockcroft gathered

"impact” data from some 200 women’s studies students.
Ninety-three percent of the students reported *'impact.
When individual impact scores were correlated with the

number of women’s studies courses taken, it was found

that the more courses taken, the greater the number of
scores of support and reinforcement for previously
held ideas, feelings, and behaviors, thus arguing for
the internalization of impact in the students’ lives.

Ninety-five percent of the students responded
that they had -encountered new material in their
women’s stqdies courses. Moreover, 19 percent
reported that the new information affected how they
viewed issues outside women’s studies. The students
also reported that the female teachers-had served as
role models in ‘competence, energy, intelligence,

‘achievement, and commitment to scholarship, as well as

in personal warmth xpression.

Ehrée Case Stu&ies

~“~

The case study approach to evaluative research in
women’s studies is pefhaps the most widely represented

i the informal literdture. - The examples presented:

here combine traditional course ratings with an
emphasis on instructor monitoring and analysis of

- course progress, leading to changes in pedagogical

approach, content, and class structure. These studies
differ in the degree to which they also contain
agspects of experimental design and descriptive review.
They are jofned, however, by the degree of attention
given to the content, structure, and teaching strate-

gles that make operational course goals. -
N ’./ ..

Research of Davis et al. The research of Davis

et al. (1975-76) encompassed evaluating the'succi;;’.
n ’_\

of the "Images of Women in Literature" course




achieving instructional goals, measuring changes on
the AWS, comparfng demographic characteristics with a

control group, gathering ‘feedback on 1instructional

~effort during the term, and documenting the suit-
ability of the course .as a permanent offering.

The authors found that the objectives of-the

course were met. The students gained a greater

knowledge and appreciation of women. Post-course
scores on the AWS showaed significant improvement as
the result of. instructional effort, while the scores
in the control group did not improve. '

Research of Kritek and Glass. Kritek and Glass
.(1'978) evaluated a course offered in a professional
nursing program and cross-listed with the women’s
studies program at the University of Wisconsin/
Milwaukee, thus drawing students from each. The
course was oriented toward the interrelations between
nursing as a profession and the women’s movement, and
‘it emphasized creative problem-solving.

The authors found that the examinations and
projects assigned encouraged originality, initiative,
and self-direction, and fostered a femindist per-
spective in nursing. Students reported that class
discussions had led to on-the-job assertiveness with
respect to the sexist discrimination they perceived.

Kritek and Glassnused the Allport Study of
Valyes, an evaluation ﬁeasure of their own design, and
student ratings of materials and 1instructors. - All

measures showed significant progress toward obtaining

coqrse objectives.

Research of Register et al. Register et al.
(1978) describe at length the design, progress, and
evaluation of a two-term senior integrative seminar. at
the University of Minnesota. The purpose of the
research was to determine how best to meet a women’s
studies program requirement that majors have the
opportunity '"to direct knowledge and methodologies
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gained from other courses and experienceés toward
topics of an interdisciplinary nature with a focus on
women."

&

T 7 During the first term of the course, the four--

instructors worked as a cooperative team, alternating
in présenting lectures on the following topics:
assumptions that characterize scientific research
_and analysis of the process by which theories are
constructed; anthropological approaches, including

-\cross—culiural comparisons; literary criticism;

Jungian psychology; Marxist and Marxist-feminist
methodology; and biases and problems in the behavioral
and social sciences. -~The lectures and subsequent
discussions were intended as overviews and preparation
for the second term’s requirement that students
develrop "'their own re&search topics on the theme of
women, culture; and power. ’

The second term was structuyred to give students
the opportunity to work on their research and té meet
once a week for student~led discussions of a work of
feminist theory. The final 2 weeks were devoted to
the oral -presentations of student projects before
these were submitted in written form. i
* A summary of the evaluation cannot do justice to,
the complexity of the task or the results. At the end
of both terms, students were asked to evaluate such
matters asg the difficulty of the reading and 1its
appropriateness both to an interdisciplinary approach
and to their own feminigt.concenns; the success of the
teachers in presenting_subject matter and as human
beings in the classroom; and their own and other’s
participation in the seminar.

Register et al. began their discussion of the
results by sayfng that the "process of self and mutual
evaluation has not always been pleasant, but we feel

that it 1s a vital part of the growth of women’s

studies.” + Students and teachers had entered the
course with a high level of expectation of themselves

Aw
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" involved in attempt

, " &

and one another. The conflict between the academic
emphasis of the teachers and the action-orientation
of some of the studepts, as well as the teachers” own

struggles to integrate academie values and feminist e

action, perdhated the course. Students. and teachers
had tried to clarify their own understandings of such
terms as "feminist" and "interdisciplinary,” but the

.diversity of the perspectives resulted in shifts of

focus: the center did not always hold.

The instructors were surprised at the levels of
difficulty ther students reported in the readings.
They wete equally surprised that what they had per~
ceived 'as an experiment in coqperative feminist

teaching was viewed by a number of the students as

a class top-heavy with, instructors who formed'a
silencing block of authority. T instructors’
assumption that mubn;l trust and respect had been

developed before the béginning of the course proved to

-

be unfounded. -

The instructors /also discovered the. "real risks
" to integrate the academic, the
political, and th

allies, and friends.'" Some of the criticisms the

students had of the/ course =~ the abstractness of the
overviews, the relative lack of student input into

the design and progression @f the rse -- became
personally directed toward, e of e 1nstructors.
Ironically, the encouragemd@at to ma a radical

critique of education often f#pds the encouragers’on
the receiving end'of the stick. Yet for all the
silences, disappointments, and crosscurrents of
feeling, the students on the whole rated the course,
the teachers, and their own learning ‘positively.

The findings of this evaluation led to modifica-
tions in the course requirement, particularly in the
direction of a realistic reassessment of what an

" integrative course promises and what it can actually
“deliver, and in the development of- options for meeting -
the requirement. : —_—
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Summary of Findings

- This review of the literature indicates that the
standardized measures used to gauge the effectiveness
of ‘women’s studies teaching have not proved ‘to be

- gensitive to the changes. in perception and attitudes
that are reported in student interviews 4and 'in, the
exploratory and, case study research. The exception to
this is the Attitude Toward Women Scale, the workhorse
of experimental design research. '

» >

. In the studies that reported using the AWS, four

found pre- to post—course "liberalization" of scores

jhong women’s studies students and three did not. The

questionnaire used by Ruble et al. (1975) detected

- statistically significant changes in attitude toward

the traditional role -of women, a reduction in stereo=

typic beliefs, and an increased perception of sex

discrimipation on the part of students as a result of

taking a women’s studies course. It uncovered no

changes in dislike or distrust of women or in career

plans stemming. from the course. Shueman and Sedlacek

(1976) found i‘ncreased "awareness" of sex roles and

the "situation" of women as the result of taking

—— yomen"~s-studies courses. _ _

] . ‘ } .

Several of the researchers have reported that the

greatest changes occur among women tudents who have

the most traditional attigudes. - Brush et al. (1978)

found that, for the rest in their sa he women’s

studies course served to larify and sRrengthen prior

beliefs and to equip them with the information and

intellectual‘-sk,i.'lls to use the course effectively.

.

~ On the whole, the research that utilized student

self-reporting and student ratings found that womenys

studies courses achieve their goals and that students

judge these courses as having a powerful impact on
their lives and educations. .

It 18 a major question ‘to What extent -the bulk of
the research reported to date. -—,’_:iperimental design .
1 \ R
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studies <~ bears on the issues of cognitive learning,
and - hence on how comprehensively the 1issues of

i teaching effectiveness in women’s studies have been
addressed. With the exceptions of“the attention

acquisition of cognitive content in - the . exploratory
and case study approaches, and’' of the repart of
studerit appreciation of cognitive learning in Mangioné
and Wiersma (1974), the literature of evaluative
research in women’s studi ends to be silent on the
traditional academigc goal of ' "intellectual mastery."

Finally, ‘chronological “review of the literature
indicates that an' early trend toward assessing

effectiveness almost' exclusively in terms of attitude
change has been superseded by a more multivariate
approach. In this respect, the work of Talburtt et
al. (1977), Elovson and Cogkcroft (1977), Davis et al.
(1975-76), Kritek and Glass/(l978), and Register et
al. (1978) is. exemplary. The Talburtt’ and Register

studies are algg mnoteworthy for their inclusion of -

‘teacher self-evaluation.

Lo

Women’s Studies -Values and Teaching:

. Theory" and Practice in the Classroom

A3

paradigm (Doyle, 1975)/, which favors a bidirectional
and multivariate model for assesaing teaching effec—
tivenesss The accounts of women’s studies classrooms

in' this subsection are presented for the purpose’ of

conceptuaIizing some of the vart-bles and interactive
modes that obtain in women’s studies teaching and
learning as described by women ‘s studies teachers.
Issues of importance to future development, and hence
to the future evaluation of women 8 studies, are also
raised. - . -

. -
1

. N - PR ) 4 .
»

*  The Partrigpant-Centered Classroom o

~ ' L3

The theory behind the kind of women’s studies

_ teaching that .places ‘the participants at the center

r 47
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" In section 2, we discussed the process=product’



of the course argues that the most effective learning
is agtive engagement with the materials and other
students in the course. It argues also that old,
passive sogialization and thought patteras can be

. writing but the c¢lassroom itself.

o R 2

challenged and new patterns e@stablishred through—the —
direct partic¢ipation of the student in’' the learning

process. °

_ Howe (1970) describes a writing course for women
in whigh .she attempted. to break the patterns of
ority and dependency\gn the teacher as a
oritx;.tha: is, to overcome the barriers

.intel1¥ctual domination and trivialization women
students often have encountered in their past eduga-
tion. Howe faced squarely the 1issues of intrapsychic
and interpersonal conflict engendered by the process.
It "is, she argued, a lopg step toward autonomy and
power for the student and the teachér both to risk the

. anger and bewildérment of disruption, for what is

being reconstructed is not just students and their
\
-

. Hoffman (1972), in describing a women’s poetry
course, argued for locating the process of explicating
texts in the students themselves, as a means of
counteracting the négative content often found in the

literature. Hoffmah viewed. students and teachers
reading together as a socigk-act that in its¢lf

~ projects a community different from the patterns/ of

isolation and despair found®in some of the wdmen
writers. Martyna (1976) suggests that, in a coyrse
that explores the ways in which men .dnd women juse
lapguage, the interactive classroom is an ideal ena
for students tb observe and begin to change theif own
thought and speaking patterns.. '

a

o

The "talkiné classroom,"_ﬁgwevgr, is not without

+its attenQant discomforts. Not only are discussions

heated -and persbnal (Talburtt,ee al., 1977), they
often do not stick to .the s@bject, a phepomenon of
particular, although by no means gxclusive, discomfort
to the . teacher. Stizel (1977) reminds us that the
c¢lassroom 1is only one component of a course. - Dis-—

v . ) . . o
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cussions, even when apparently irrelevant, can
"revitalize memories, alert. readers to mindsets that
structure ‘responses, and raise and focus issues that
‘become’ contexts" for the reading, writing, and

d—ieeus&ion of beeks that go-on- eutside the clagss - —

Proponents of the participant-centered classroom
see it as the structured space im which teachers and .

- students learn together to connect personal experience

. to- the substance of books.-and to the larger issues and

analyses that lie outside the. classroom. This
connection, particularly in the. context of developing
mutual trust and respect for women, is seen as a value
in itself and as a means of ensuring learning that has
a ‘context (Howe, 1977). .

Not all women’s. studies téachers and students,
however, rapturously embrace the personal and open=
ended classroom discussion. Fireman (1973) noted that
the "emotional element” that she found running high in’
the history of women course she taught made con-
centrating on tihe subject matter problematic. Kritek
and Glass (1978) reported that some of their students ‘
were disconcerted by what they perteived as a lack of
structure (authority) in that part of the course in
which they were asked to take greater initiative for
their own learning. Davis (1978) described a pro-
tracted struggle in a research seminar between the
students’ request to be "mothered" during the process
,and her own conflicting impulses to mother and j:o
demand student independence. Such accounts raise t
issues that have not been systematically investigat

~the prior training and background of students and

teachers in women’s studies, and the contexts from

which they woi. ' {

Among those women 8 studies teachers whose
backgrounds, pedagogical preferences, and course
objectives favor the participant-centered classroom,
there is growing awareness that certain goals do not
just happen spontaneously. -~ These include: mutual
respect, trust, -and community; a shdred leadership.

w
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between students and teachers; cooperatide prcjects;
integration of affective and cognitive learning} and
the integration of theory and actién.’ Tranalating
goals from rhetoric to teaching and learning involves

" butlding skills and dedication in the classreem and a

continued understanding of why this is important
(Schneiderwind, 1978~ 79).. o {

The ,Content-Centered Classroom

The content-centered classroom is not necessarily
synonymous with the lecture-centered classroom, nor
does it necessarily imply that the teacher is the
center of the course. Values and objectﬁ*es may
overlap with those of the participant-centere class-

- room, particularly the connections made between

personal experience and subject mattér. As, Stoper

observes, the emotional .engagement of teachers- and

students in the'content and processes of any course in
women’s studies mudt be combined #ith "sensitivity" in

' structuring classes to make the emotional,engagement a

"powerful intellectual asset.

Lectures, however, are a necessity in many large
courses, and they are often viewed as the most
effective méans for concisely conveying large and
complex bodies of khowledge, as well as for demon-
strating paradigm-challenging and feminist forms .of
argumentation and approaches-to content (Wolf, 1978).
The lecture format may also be seen as a vehicle for
presenting strong role modedé for women students,
particularly with respect to gcholarship and the
professions. Finally, from the perspective of the
cresponsibilities that women’s studies teachers feel
for both subject matter and students, the lecture
may bg seen as. a format that, clearly delineates
the function of the teacher as a person who can-
not solve 'specific problems of decisionmaking in
students’ "livess but who can offer the broad context
and analysis of where inequalitiées and oppréssion
come, from in institutions, culture, and society
(Eileenchild, 1979). o

vosehg . SET—
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Because the 1ecture~discqui ' format 1is tradi-
tional in higher education, it"has received less

.attention in the published and informal l#terature on

women’s studies teaching. Essays in the Sociolqg}sts

“for Women in Society Newsletter (July 1978}, howgver,

address feminist, interdisciplinary, and pedagogical
perspectives relevant to the lecture-discussion
format. - Of particular note are the essays that
describe the objectives of developing the 'conceptual
tools necessary to articulate [personal] understanding
in structural terms" of discussion grounded in course

'lectures and readings (Gould, p. 4); of helping
.students to identify the ways in which “they contribute

to. the 'maintenance of sexual inequality;’ and: of -
encouraging equal participation even in large lecture
classes (Thorne and Parringtom, pp. 10-11).

Transitions in Women’s Studies Classrooms

Stoper speaks to several }]ssues that are im-~ f
portant variables in understanding the changing
objectives that might occyr in women *s studies class-
rooms. She describes, for instance, the rationale
behind abandoning small group discussions that lacked
the intimate, voluntary setting essential for their
success. Stoper also reports that the growing body of
findings Jn the status of~women ia her field of
political science has led her to adopt a less inter—
disciplinary approach in her political sciefce women’ s

‘'studies course. On the other hand, the growing mass

of material in other:areas as well has led her to
participate in a team—taught, interdisciplinary course
in non-American history, literature, and phi}osophy

~ that was enthusiqstically received.

Course objéctives may change for -other reasons.
As the field develops and programs have the‘resources
to expand and differentiate offerings, courses and
their objectives become distinguished by kind or

level of - specializatibn. And as some of the litera-

ture reviewed in the previous subsection suggests,
consciousness has already been raised and sex—role

51
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’ attitudes and stereotyping changed, - at ,(least among

A\l

some women’s studies students and particularly among
students who become majors dr concentrators.

<

' "Fi"nal'l“y', ) B(—)jﬁ'é of the pubIished 'éﬁa informal = o

literature on women’s 8tudies teaching .raises issues

that bear upon future evaluation of teaching effec- *

-tiveness in this evolving field. Whether changed

consciousness, occurs before a student takes a women’s

studies course, during that course, or as a delayed.“
reaction to the course, teac ers face helping students .

with "transformed values" ive and work productive-
ly in a 8ociety whose values have not undergone
radical trangformation.

24
"To paraphrase Morgan (1978), teachers-{cannot
alienate students from their culture and lea them

there, but must use the accumulated knowkedge of
" interdisciplingry studies to help students in gain-
ing a better understanding of the process of aliena-
tion and of how to deal wifh it. Hersh (1979)
advocates teaching the sociology and 'psychology of’
role change as part of the  course or curriculum, and
Morgan suggests examining the historical behavior of
oppressed groups and the dynamics of individuals and
society in transition. Arpad and Arpad (1979) propose

building into a women’s studies course an examination

of consciousness itself as a way of helping students
medjate between their own past and present identities.
They shggest that this be done by reviving and

revitalizing the old pedagogical strategy of philo-"

sophic inquiry into the nature of things.

Summagx

Our overall impression from the published and
informal literature is that women’s studies 'is
feminist, at least in this sense: women’s studies

»

. students and teachers strive in the ideal to make

their classes a mediation between what has been and is
and what is and what might be. This process of
simultaneously studying the past and present and

52
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making a future/ characterizes the state of women’s

. studies knowledge itself. 1In this evolutionary and
hypothetical stage, it is clear that any evaluation of
teaching effectiveness in women’s studies must  take
into account the nmlcj,variate,_ lch@ng ;
tional nature of the fie}.d.

L3 "r &u

knowledge itself. _ .
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- 5. __CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

o

_’_ ....In our conclusipns and recommendations, we
propose both long- and short-term goals. for research
on teaching'ip women’s studies and for the evaluation
and improvement of teaching,effectivenessw’

]

— --- Research on Teaching = e » e e

Women’s studies is a major innovation and refo 4
in education, and women’s studies teaching deserves
béth basic and applied research. Research that is
directed toward understanding the relationships
between variables that obtain in teaching and learning
would provide a knowledge base from which research
that is applied, problem-solving, and evaluative could.
optimally develop. . )

As stated in section 1, women’s studies courses
and programs issue from several different educational
tradftions have differing or multiple objectives.
They are further complicated, from the perspective of
research, by the overlay .of feminism and the inter-
disciplinary nature of some of the courses.

4o

s

Given these considerations, we recommend that
. further- research on teaching take into accoumt—the
complex variables and paradigms outlined in section 2.
To our knowledge, research based on the multivariate
and bidirectional models has not addressed itself
gspecifically to women’s “studies courses or programs.
Many crucial questions about the relationship between
. effective teaching in women’s studies and effective
teaching in both traditional and innovativea fields

remain to be investigated.

o e

In the ghort run, the inductive, observational,
case study:approach, combined with experimental
\. -- research, seems the most suitable methodology.for
\v determining the complex varia .in women’s studies
teaching and learning. Inductiv r case study




research has the advantage, as Doyle. (1975) points
out, of generating hypotheses that can be further
refined and tested by experimental research. It is
our assessment of the experimental research in women’s

studies to date that it has not so much failed to ask
the right quesﬁions, but that the line of questioning

has not been comprehensive enough and has been overly

focused on attitude c?fnge. In addition, measuring’
~devices have not been particularly sensitive.

On the other hand, we found the study of Talburtt
et al. very useful in térms of understanding the
impact of different kinds of women’s educational
programs. The impact studies, however, do not

' necessarily explore the specific dynamics of teaching

and learning in any given course or Krogram. ‘ As
women’s studies ‘teachers, we found the case study work
of Davis' et al., Kritek and Glass, and Register et al.
most useful. Because each approach, by itself, has
limitations, we favor a combination of inductive/
exploratory, case study, and experimental methods in

- future research on teaching in women’s studies.

Furthermore, the experimental researchers whose
work did not detect statistically significant mean
score changes in attitude after one term of a women’s
studies course call for longitudinal, studies. The

research that does not find changes in group scores-

does find changes in individual scores attributable to

having taken a women’s studies course. The explora-

tory research of Talburtt and Elovson determined that
women’s studies courses have impact over time both on
individuals and on groups.. We recommend, therefore,
that research undertaken to determine cognitive and
affective changes in students as the result of taking
women s studies courses should assess both individual

" and group. scores and should be longitudinal.

-

To begin deveigping a comprehensive and sys-

" tematic knowledge and Hata base, we suggest that four

’
A}
P

i . 83



- %
"kinds of women’s sfudies courses recgive intensive
attention in.future research, with particular emphasis
on cognitive learning:

l. A lower-division introductory course,
such as "Introduction to Women‘s
Studies" or '"Women in. Contemporary
Society." '

2. An ' upper~-division discipline-centered
course aimed primarily at mastery of the
subject matter and development of s8kills
of scholarship and critical thinking and
analysis; for example, "Psychology of
‘Women," "Women and the Law, r "Earlier
American Women Writers." '

3. " An upper-division interdisciplinary or
ingegrative course, such as "Feminism: '
Theory and Practice" or "quen in a
Cross-Cultural Perspective.”
. ‘ .
4. A skills acquisition course, such, .as
"Women in Management" or '"Assertiveness
Training." . .
In keeping with Biddle’s emphasis on the. impor-
tance of the institutiondl or community context and
Talburtt’s emphasis on the différent, institutional
realities of women’s studies, we tecommend thaI these
four types of courses be systematically examined in °
five different institutional /settings: a Ilarge,
state-supported university;:a middle-sized| urban
institution (either public or private); a; small
liberal arts qollege; and a community collgge. | - q'-
|
In apdition to the variables of teachihg and
learning considered in any research on teaching

effectiveness, several issues specific to women’s | .
‘studies need to. bg considered. These are discussed’
below. ‘
. M »
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) Feminism and Teaching Effectiveness

A high proportion of the teachefg who responded
to our survey (see appendix) agree that feminist or

feminist~humanist approaches to teaching exist 1nf'“9'

terms of subject matter, relations in the classroon,
and .general mindset. In addition, some experimental
research has concluded that the presence of a feminist
in the classroom does ' make a difference, particularly

- for. women (Blumenhagen, 1974; Thames, 1975; Coffman,
1978; Farley, 1978). Research should be undertaken to -

determine the variables of teaching and learning that
are influenced by feminist or feminist-humanist
approaches in teaching.

Interdisciplinary Approaches
And Teaching Effectiveness

We have been unable to locate experimental
research that assesses the relationship, if any,
bethEn an interdisciplinary approach to subject
matter and teaching effectiveness. Baxter (1974)

hypothg&%;ss that. the interdisciplinary women”’sv

studies approach uncovers a conflict-ridden dialectic
between women and culture. The structure of the
subject (Bruner, 1963) and the organization and design
of the subject matter (Davis, 1977) influence learning
outcomes. Implications of the 1nterdisciplinary
approach for teaching effectiveness in women’s studies
should be investigated.

Formative Experiences of Women’s Studies
Teachers and Teaching Effectiveness

Research should be initiated on the formative
educational and life experiences of women’s studies
teachers. We are concerned with the relative impact
of the formal academic background of- women’s studies
teachers in an interdisciplinary as opposed to a
discipline-specific course, as well as 'with the
relation of these variables to the question of effec=~
tive teaching. Information of this nature bears

-
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— related to the preparation of future teachers. .. . . .

~

k] ~

inportantly “on - the develsli;nent and revision of the
women’s studies curricula at-both the- undergraduate

_and the graduate levels, particularly as curricula are

i.‘.r)

" “Sex ;ﬁhlnstructor and -Student K e
And ™#ching Effectiveness :
o . . .

‘Further research is needed to test the con-
—-elusidns of McKeachie “et al. (1971), ‘Ferber and Huber
(1976), Harris (1976), and Kashak (1978) ‘regarding-‘the
sex of the instructor, the sex of the student, and
sexism within the context of ;hs—uomen's studies

-

A

classroofi. We are also concerned about the extent to

“ which the learning. and. cognitive styles of . females

should be considered in the design of -research
conducted- to asgess learning outcomes and teaching
effectiveness. .

In the long run, research must be undertaken to

, develop appropriate and sensitive measures of learning

that can assess multfple course objgftives, including
changes in attitude, resocialization of relationships
in the classroom, mastery of subject matter, critical

thinking, acquisition of skills, and the ‘integration

of these objectives into effective teaching and
learning. As Scott (1975) notes, one "of the major

problems in reseéarth on teaching has been’ ‘the lack of ‘

adequate measures of student learning. )

Two additional concerns need to be addressed.
Who mnmight do the suggested research? To whet uses
might results be put? ) :

It is our opinien that research on teaching in
“women’s studies would best be conducted by teams of
individuals who come from women’s studies and from the
various disciplines assoctated with educational
research. We think that initiating and developing
WOrking relationships between educational .researchers
and women’s” studies practitioners would be of mutual
benefit to both; it would enhance the probability

3
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that the important. questions are asked and that

. the results are interpreted and disseminated in

an appropriate manner. Women’s studies students,
teachegs, and administrators have much to learn

from educational rgsearchers, Just as educational

researchers have much' to learn from women’s studies
students, tegchers, q?d administrators.

If the object of research is to provide informa-
tion and.understanding about the nature of a par-
ticular phenomenon, research - findings should not be

.used for evaluative purposes, other than in the

formative mode. Results of research should not be
used for advocacy or nonadvocacy in any particular
women’s- studies program. Participants ‘'must be

-+ guaranteed the protection given other subjects of

research.

The research suggested above 1is of critical
1mportance' not only for understanding teaching
effectiveness in women’s studies, but for under-
standing more; about the education of women in general.
The classroom is the heart of educational 'change, and-
understanding more about women as teachers and
learners will be of use to those concerned with
providing equal educational opportunity for women both

" inside and outside of women’s studies.

Evaluation and Improvement of Teaching

As stated in section 3 of ‘this mopograph, we
agree with the AAUP position paper that fultiple
measures must be used :to evaluate teaching. Ideally,
before proceeding with recommendations for“the‘evalua-
tion of teaching, one should wait until sensitive and

. appropriate measures of student learning are developed

and tested and until a knowledge and data base has
provided criteria of effective teaching in various
kinds of women’s studies courses. However, women’s
studies practitioners are faced  with immediate
needs for information on which’to makeygiggoﬂﬁel,
curricular, and program decisions.

4



Despite the 'problems with the wvalidity and

* usefulness of students’ ratings described in sectibn
'3, 94 percent of qur questionnaire respondents

indicated. that their courses are being regularly

‘evaluated using - student rating fbrms of college or’
‘university design, women’s studies design, both.

Thirty-nine percent indicated that they are either
neutral or dissatisfied with their current evaluation
instrument. In this sense, women’s studies teachers
are in the sawme predicament as most other teachers in

~ higher educ?tion (Cross, 1977).

i .

As a first step, we recommend that funds be made
available to those prograps that wish to analyze
evaluative data collected previously. Women%s studies
programs are underfunded, and preliminary analysis
will not be possible for most programs without outside
assistance. Thus, technical assistance should be made
available, as necessary, to programs involved in data
analysis. ' ’ '

In addition to data analysis, efforts sha;ld
be. made to factor-analyze and refine evaluation
instruments. After preliminary work is' completed by
programs, the National Women’s ,Studies Association
should systematically collect and analyze student
ratiné forms from all women’s studies programs where
such forms are in use, and begin the process of

determining the criteria for evaluating effective

teaching in various types of women’s studies courses.
Sample forms should be made available without cost to

programa and individuals. . "

: As a second step, we recommend that in-service
workshops on the evaluation of teaching be' conducted
for women’s studies students, .teachers, and adminis-

“trators. Workshops should include theoretical issues

in the evaluation apd improvement of teaching, inatru-
ment selection, methods for systematicglly collecting

. data (including both student and ingtructor self-

report data), data analysis, and the interpretation
and dissemination of results. o
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Third, we tecbmménd.that‘the‘;irticipants-

and leaders of the evaluation workshops develop ‘a
resource/guidebook for those individuals; who ar

_ciplinary courses and curricula, with attention given

unable to participate in the workshops« -Agai
thebretical, and methodological issues should be
covered, as wéll as sample evaluation instruments and
resources for technical assistance. ’ -

£

Finally, we ‘are in agreement with Davis (1977)
that the  design® and organization of a course 1is an

.important variable in effective teaching. ' In-service

course and curriculum design workshops should be made
available on a regional basig to women’s studies
studenty, teachers, and administrators. The focus
shodld include both discipline-centered and interdis-

to teaching methodologies and course design.

by . ¢
To this end, we recommghd that the National
Women’s Studies Association velop and maintain a

clearinghouse for course outlines and bibliographies.’

As Gerda Lerner ias noted (1979), the willingness of
women’s studies teachers to share course outlines and
bibliographies with each’other has advanced the field
more "rapidly than.otherwise would have been possible.
We urge that, whenever possible, course outliges and

- bibliegraphies be submitted to the clearinghouse
“with both instructor and student evaluations. Such

information would greatly assist individuals 1in

“refiining and improving coﬁrsg design. *

In sum, the relationship between educational

research and educational practice must be bidirec-

_ tional. The progress of research .on teaching sug-

gested in the previous subsection depends on both
the .information and insights of women’s studies

practitioners., If evaluative information is collected .

and analyzed in a system?cic manner, and if opportuni-
ties are available for improving course design and

teaching methods, - the probability of maintaining and

improving effective: teaching will be enhanced iﬁ any

®

particular program. Further, the information provided
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by practitioners will ensure that researchers direct
their lines of questioning to those issues and

concerns that are of importance to practitioners.

7
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APPENDIX

" The following 15 a selection of responses to our
survey of values in women’s studies teaching.* Out
of 285 programs contacted, 143 responded. Three
individual teacher respgnses were counted maximally
per institution. N = thé number of individual women’s
studies teacher responses per question.

3
sttbnqu N - stromgly
| Agree - Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

Course content should
relate directly to
student lives 256 M 41% kA )

Course content should be
ooncerned primarily with
the subject matter 243 34 54% @ ™ 1s

Manner or style of

teaching is es impor-
tant as whst is taught 256 sy .. 34 9" 6% -

Coursass should contribute \\" :
to raonal growth of R
-tn&u 237 693 28¢ - -

Coursss should contribute
to acquiesition of . .
intellectuael skills 258 7 21% j1} - --

Courasas shoulddcontrlbuto
to political development
of studants 256 n 3N 3% Fi) -

0f the 50 ﬁercent (N=125) who indicated that
their values in women’s studies teaching 'had changed

\since they began (total is less than 100 percent):

L}

N

- 30 percent (N=34) said they value student
capacities, interaction, personal growth,
and group process in the classroom
‘more; ' '

- 35 percent (N=39) said they value intel-
lectual rigor, cognitive content, and
skills . of learning more. -

*The survey of women’s studies teacliers was intended
to aid in the preparation of this planning study.
The authors make no claims to original or scientific
research. L.



'
Of the 68 percent (N=169) who indicated agreemeft

with the statement that feminist teaching styles or
gpproaches exist (total is more than 100 percent):

N\

- 54 percent (N=89) medzidﬁéd-feﬁinish
perspectives on classroom process and
' organization;

- 22 percent {N=36) ment ioned feminist
approaches to subject matter;

- 20 percent (N=34) ment ioned explicit
connections between personal experience
and reading materials;

- 16 percent (N=26) mentioned validating
humanistic qualities in sub ject matter,
pedagogical style, and how students are
regarded; '

- 14 percent (N=24) ment ioned focus on
women’s experience, values, contribu-
tions, and relationship of course con=
tents to, feminist issues, including class
and race;

- 12 percent (N=20) mentioned openness to
dialogue, challenge, and K nevw ideas;

- 21 percént (N=35) listed other attri-
butes. '

Some 94 percenﬁ (N=239) of the respondents indi-

cated that their women’s studies classes are regularly
evaluated. When queried about level of satisfaction
with current evaluation techquiques, 60 percent
(N=151) indicated gsatisfaction ‘or strong satis-
faction; 39 percent (N=98) indicated neutrality
or dissatisfactionj and 1 percent (N=2) indicated
strong dissatisfaction. '
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