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Announcements 

Calls for Nominations 

Excellence A wards and Distinguished Ranks 

Nominations are now being accepted for the following SUNY Ranks: 
Distinguished Teaching Professor 
Distinguished Service Professor 
Distinguished Professor 

and the Chancellor's Awards for 
Excellence in Teaching 
Excellence in Librarianship 
Excellence in Professional Service 

Nominations for these ranks and awards must be submitted in writing by Friday, September 
18, 1998, to Becky Glass, College Senate Vice Chair, Sociology Department, Sturges 122C. 

The rank of Distinguished Professor recognizes faculty members' national or international 
reputation for significant contributions to the research literature or outstanding achievement in the fine 
arts. 

Confidential nominations should consist of at least a 1-2 page nomination letter specifically 
describing the nominee's qualifications for the award or rank. Inquiries should be directed to Becky 
Glass, ext. 5336, or Glass@uno.cc.geneseo.edu. 

From the Chair 

Voting Results 

All five of the amendments to the structure of the Faculty Personnel Committee were 
approved. Approximately 52 % of the faculty voted on the amendments. This is a slightly greater 
percentage than voted in the Spring elections. All amendments passed with at least 58 % of the vote. 
Below is a summary of the voting (NOTE: not all voters voted on all the amendments, which accounts 
for some slight variations in the totals): 

I. To add Associate Professors and Associate Librarians to the eligibility pool: 
Approve: 111 Disapprove: 77 

2. To expand the committee to seven members: 
Approve: 118 Disapprove: 70 

3. To require a majority of Full Professors and Librarians on the committee: 
Approve: 111 Disapprove: 80 

4. To permit only one member of a department to serve on the committee at any time: 
Approve: 173 Disapprove: 19 

5. To require the Committee on Nominations and the Senate Chair to develop a new 
nomination and election process: 

Approve: 145 Disapprove: 42 

The President has been informed officially of theses results. 
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Annual Report of the 
1997-1998 College Senate Chair 

Thanks to the efforts of all its members, the College Senate had a very productive year. 

We handled the large number of course and program revisions associated with a bulletin year 
without any major controversies. (Thanks to UCC and GAAC) 

We finished a three year discussion of distance learning by approving a well thought out set of 
recommendations for the use of the College's Distance Learning Facility. (Thanks to Policy and 
GAAC, as well as Ed Wallace and the ad hoc Distance Learning Committee) 

We established an Academic Calendar Committee which will begin a four year review cycle 
next year. (Thanks to FAC) 

We engaged in extensive discussions about the structure of the Faculty Personnel Committee, 
which led to the writing and approval of a series of amendments to its structure that have been 
approved by the Faculty. Along with this accomplishment, we initiated a wider discussion about the 
mechanisms for deciding renewal, continuing appointments, and promotion. (Thanks to FAC and 
Executive Committee) 

We brought faculty members and administrators together several times to discuss salary 
issues. (Thanks to FAC) 

We contributed suggested improvements to the SUNY General Education document. (Thanks 
to Exec, Gen. Ed., and Dean Greenfield) 

We voiced our opposition to the vetoes of the funding that provided financial aid to our 
students and more faculty lines to the college. (Thanks to everyone) 

We brought students, faculty, and administrators together to discuss student issues related to 
student services, off campus students, study facilities, parking, and commencement. (Thanks to SAC) 

We updated the Constitution of the Faculty to bring it in line with current practices and 
terminology and make the Senate more representative. (Thanks to Exec and GAAC) 

We initiated a long term discussion of the SOFI's. (Thanks to FAC) 
And we did it all without (I hope) scaring away our new Provost or our relatively new 

President. 
So once again, thanks to all those who contributed to this successful effort. 

One of the benefits I had over recent chairs was the availability of a complete set of Senate 
Bulletins, dating back to the creation of the Senate in 1965. I owe thanks for this to Phil Alley, 
emeritus Professor of Physics, who kept them, Sharon Bossung, Past Chair, who rescued them, and 
Evette Gonzalez, summer work-study who organized them. I found the collection of Bulletins 
invaluable for putting discussions in perspective and determining the origins of long standing 
traditions. I will place this set in our Senate office, Blake A 20 l. I will also place there a set of annual 
reports that should give readers a quick access to what we did in the past. While I am on the subject, I 
would like to thank the Administration for providing the Senate with an office suite (Blake A 201 and 
202) that we can use for meetings and for our archives. 

I was especially pleased with the updates to the Constitution because I believe they make it a 
more effective document. Due to relatively recent retirement incentives, we have lost a number of 
faculty familiar with the oral history of the College and added a larger number of new faculty 
unfamiliar with it. Therefore, I believe it is invaluable to specify precisely in writing the true meaning 
of each section of the Constitution. 

One example of the confusion caused by inexact wording did arise in the process for 
amending the structure to the Faculty Personnel Committee. It appears as though we have two parallel 
methods for amending the Constitution; one by committee and one by petition. I learned recently that 
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the original intent of the petition path was to place an amendment on the ballot after it had gone 
through and been rejected by the committee process. Perhaps this can be clarified; but do I dare 
suggest more amendments to the Constitution? 

If there are to be amendments to the Constitution in the near future, I have one more to 
sucrcrest It is crenerally accepted that beincr Senate Chair requires a lot of work. During those brief 00 . 0 0 ~ 

moments when I wasn't working on Senate business I pondered ways to reduce the workload and one 
that stuck out was to transfer the election processes to a newly formed Committee on Nominations and 
Elections. The Fall and even more so the Spring elections do require a fair amount of work. Besides 
the workload, I always felt a little uneasy about the Chair of the Senate running the election to choose 
a successor, officers, Senators, and amendments. I wondered about the public reaction if the Governor 
of the State was directly in charge of State elections. 

I believe a dedicated nominations and elections committee could do as good a job with the 
elections, and there would be an institutional memory that can lead over time to a more efficient 
election process . I am sure the Senate Chair would appreciate the extra free time. 

Once again, I want to express my thanks to the Officers of the College for their good will, to 
my Department, Department Chair and Secretary for their great help, the members of my Executive 
Committee for their conscientious efforts [Sharon Bossung (Past Chair), Kurt Cylke (Vice Chair), Bob 
Rosenberg (Secretary), Kurt Fletcher (Treasurer), Jerry Reber (University Faculty Senator), Michelle 
Alli son (Central Council Vice Chair), and the standing committee chairs], my Senate Parliamentarian 
(Bill Gohlman) and my committee Chairs [Paul Schacht (UCC), Cynthia Klima (GAAC), Jeff Over 
(POL), Sonja Lands (SAC), and Ganie DeHart (FAC)] for doing all the work and making it look easy 
for me. 

Thanks to my wife, Letitia, for her kindness, understanding, and support throughout the year. 

As I said at our last meeting, I want to thank all the Senators for doing the work that proves 
we deserve to own the curriculum and doing it in such a way that it shows our students how 
representative democracy should work. 

I know I leave the Senate Chair position and the Senate in good hands with Kurt Cylke and his 
officers . I look forward to helping them in any way I can. 

Finally, even though it is true that the job takes a lot of work, I believe it was worth the effort 
?ecause o~ what~ ex~erienced.' what I learned, and who I worked with; and I encourage anyone 
mterested m a wild nde to senously consider running for the position. 

Jim Boiani 
1997-1998 College Senate Chair 
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Annual Report of the College Senate Vice-Chair 
1997-1998 

I would like to express my deep appreciation to the Members of the Colleae Excellence 
Aw~rds Com~ittee who spent a significant amount of time reviewing the credenti~ls of many highly 
qualtfied nommees for the numerous awards the committee supervises. The committee consisted of 
Jenny Aguilar, Judith Bushnell, Stacey Edgar, Kurt Fletcher, Ronald Herzman, Jane Hogan, 
Christopher Leary, Janette Lancos, Angie Mazur, Ron Pretzer, Wanda Spruill, Kathleen Trainor, and 
Gary Towsley. After careful review and extensive deliberation the committee recommended the 
following nominees: 

Distinguished Service Professor 

Dr. James Walker, School of Performing Arts 

Chancellor's A: ward for Excellence in Teaching 

Dr. Jeffrey Over, Department of Geological Sciences 

Chancellor's Award for Excellence in Professional Service 

Mr. Isom E. Fearn, Director Geneseo Access Opportunity Programs 

President's A ward For Academic Advising 

Dr. Jack Johnston, School of Performing Arts 
Dr. Daniel Strang, School of Business 

Joseph M. O'Brien Award for Excellence in Part-time Teaching 

Mr. Weston Kennison , Department of English 

I also wish to express my appreciation to the Office of the Dean and the Office of Institutional 
Research for supplying the committee with useful information and to all those members of the College 
community who nominated candidates and to those who accepted the nominations . Finally, a 
discussion of the way in which system-wide and local awards are administered will take place this 
summer. Anyone interested in contributing to the discussion should contact me at 245-5476. I am 
particularly interested in comments on the evaluation process and the possibility of establishing a non
senate based committee to co-ordinate and oversee local awards. 

F. Kurt Cylke, 
Vice-Chair 1997-1998 College Senate 
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College Senate Treasurer's Report 
1997-1998 

At the beginning of the academic year (September 2, 1997) the College Senate General Fund 
balance was $3,842.43, and there was a separate account to cover College Senate Small Grants with a 
balance of $640.53. In mid-September the accounts were combined, for ease of record-keeping. As of 
May 13, 1998, the College Senate Fund balance is $5,354.00. 

This year, for the first time, we asked for contributions to the Senate via email using the 
appropriate listservers. The 54 individuals who contributed this way did not receive letters via campus 
mail, which reduced our costs and saved paper. A total of 105 faculty, professionals, and staff made 
contributions totaling $1,776.50 to the Senate fund this year. The average contribution was over $16. 

Expenditures this year included the College Senate Small Grants, the Richard Roark Award, 
$300 for memorials and gifts, and $686.40 for retirement gifts. The current balance does not reflect 
expenditures still in the accounting process; please consult the Activity Report for details . 

Numerous anonymous donors and the following individuals made contributions to the College 
Senate General Fund this year: Nader Asgary, Susan Bailey, Randy Bailey, Ernest Balajthy, James 
Bearden, Larry Blackman, Jim Boiani, Terrel Book, Sharon Bossung, William Brennan, Terry 
Browne, Gerald Burns, Judy Bushnell, Sue Chichester, David Cook Joby Copenhaver, Emilye Crosby, 
Kurt Cylke, Chris Dahl, Gary DeBolt, Kathy Deffenbaugh, Ganie DeHart, John Deutsch, Kenneth 
Deutsch, Barbara Dixon, Karen Duffy, Celia Easton, Stacey and Bill Edgar, Ben Esham, Marion Fey, 
Kurt Fletcher, Sarah Frisch, Ed Gillin, Robert Goeckel, Gerard Gouvernet, Doug Harke, Diana Harke, 
Richard Hatheway, Art Hatton, Ron Herzman, Debra Hill, Nancy lves, Carol F. Ivsan, Savi Iyer, Jack 
Johnston, Roxanne Johnston, Kathleen Jones, Ken Kallio, Joanna Kirk, Sonja Landes, Jenny Leong, 
Martha Looney, Margaret Matlin, Bill Matthews, Roseann Mayo, Vicki McMaster, Jim McNally, 
Duane McPherson, Dave Meisel, Joyce Miller, Mark Mitschow, Marilyn Moore, Jane Fowler Morse, 
Greg Nixon, Jeff Over, Robert Owens, Stephen Padalino, Hilda Pato, Ron Pretzer, Scott Ray, Jerry 
Reber, Dan Repinski, Ed Rivenburgh, Roxann Roberts, Dick Rosati, Paula Rust, Susan Salmon, Nick 
Schiavetti, Michael Schinski, Patricia Seaver, Herbert M. Simpson, Armand Smith, Jr., Jo Stone, 
Denise Sullivan, Michael Teres, Don and Virginia Trasher, Ed Wallace, Don Watt, Joyce Wechsler, 
James Willey, Richard Young. 

Finally, I'd like to thank those members of the College community who have given me 
information regarding the need for memorials and gifts. I'd also like to thank Sue DioGuardi from 
College Relations and Development for all her assistance. 

Respectfully, 
Kurt Fletcher 
College Senate Treasurer 1997-98 
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Committee on Undergraduate Curriculum 
END OF YEAR REPORT 

1997-1998 

This year the Committee on Undergraduate Curriculum approved 13 new courses, 20 course deletions 
35 course revisions, 1 new program, 16 program revisions, and 1 addition to the common core: 
(Minutes of UCC transactions may be found in College Senate Bulletin nos. 3, 6, 11, 12, 14, 18, 22, 
~nd 25.) These curricular changes were in turn approved by the College Senate without exception, and 
tn nearly every case without dissent. 

UCC was forced to table one proposal for reasons that had nothing to do with intellectual content. 
This was the proposal to include History 107 in the Social Science Core. No academic department 
may offer more than one third of its courses in fulfillment of the common core, and the inclusion of 
History 107 would have put the Department of History over this limit. (See the minutes of UCC for 10 
March and 7 April, printed in nos. 22 and 25 of the Bulletin, respectively.) The General Education 
Committee may wish to consider whether the limit serves Geneseo's curriculum well. 

Although UCC and Senate approved a revision to the Human Development Concentration within the 
School of Education, serious concerns about this concentration were raised in discussion; these 
concerns deserve the further attention of the School of Education in conjunction with departments 
participating in the concentration. (See minutes of 10 February, Bulletin no. 18.) 

A general administrative issue addressed by the committee was whether Banner could be used to 
identify students who register for courses without having fulfilled the stated prerequisites. At the 
request of UCC, the Dean's Office investigated this possibility and returned a favorable answer. (See 
minutes of 10 February and 13 March, Bulletin nos. 18 and 22, respectively.) It is expected that the 
Dean's Office will inform faculty how they may obtain such information about their students if they 
desire it. 

Very few proposals this year were returned to their originating departments for further work, and this 
happy fact. seems in large measure due to the vigilance of the Dean's Office in screening proposals 
before sending them on to UCC. The Chair wishes to thank Susan Bailey in particular for sparing 
members the many headaches that result when proposals reach committee with significant 
bureaucratic matters still unresolved. Her unflagging attention to such matters enabled UCC to remain 
focused on the academic merit of courses and programs under discussion . 

The Chair of UCC, together with the College as a whole, owes a debt of gratitude to the hard-working 
and dedicated members of this committee: Nader Asgary, Susan Bailey, Joan Ballard, William 
Brennan, Paul Brown (student), Sue Ann Butwell, Partrice Case, . Emilye Crosby, Stacey Edgar, 
Marion Fey, Aubrie Gridley (student), Debra Hill, Tara Karch (student), Barbara Mason, Dennis 
Showers, Virginia Trasher, and Ren Vasiliev. 

The table below groups curricular changes by category and lists them alphabetically within categories. 
It indicates the pages in the College Senate Bulletin where these changes are described, as well as the 
pages where Senate action on them ·is recorded. A page. number followed by an asterisk (*) indicates 
that final Senate action on the change (i.e., second readmg) took place at the May 5 College Senate 
Meeting, for which minutes were not available at the time of this report These minutes will appear in 

no. 29 of the Bulletin. 
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Change Description Senate Actio11 

NEW COURSE 
Anthropology 202 213-220 270,349 

Art History 300 227-235 270,349 

Biology 345 487-490 503* 

Computer Science 386 173-178 271,349 

Education I 03 34-36 67, 141 

Geography 385 3741 67, 141 

Geological Science 205 97-102 141, 270 

Interdepartmental 105 179-184 271,349 

Philosophy 235 46-53 67 

Philosophy 240 188-192 271,349 

Psychology 332 247-251 271,350 

Psychology 396 386-389 416 

Special Education 357 88-96 141,270 

COURSE DELETION 
Art History 380 298 350,415 

Art History 390 224-226 270,349 

Art Studio 105 298 350,415 

Chemistry 210 298 350,415 

Computer Science 372 298 350,415 

Economics 250 298 350,415 

English 115 298 350,415 

English 120 325-327 350,415 

English 245 298 350,415 

Environmental Studies 350 298 350,415 

Geography 363 298 350,415 

Management I 02 239-240 271, 349 

Mathematics I 09 298 350,415 

Music 314 328-329 350,415 
Music 324 328-329 350,415 
Psychology 311 332-333 351,415 
Psychology 361 334-335 351,415 
Psychology 376 336-337 351,415 
Sociology 313 109-111 141,270 
Sociology 315 109-111 141,270 

COURSE REVISION 
Accounting 308 443 503 
Accounting 321 443 503 
Art History 180 221-223 270,349 
Art History 372 (renumbered 204) 320-324 350,415 
Art History 375 (renumbered 201) 310-314 350,415 
Art History 381 (renumbered 202) 303-309 350,415 
Art History383(renumbered203) 315-319 350,415 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences 259 380 416 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences 337 381 416 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences 356 382 416 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences 357 383 416 
Dance 121 (renumbered 221) 446-447 503 
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Dance 122 (renumbered 222) 
Economics 200 
Economics 202 
Economics 340 
Economics 370 

446-447 
443 
377 
443 
443 

English 394 185-187 
Writing 101 (formerly English as a Second Language 101)384 
Geography 285 42-43 
Management 333 443 
Management 346 443 
Management 350 378 
Management 355 379 
Management 360 443 
Music 175 498 
Music 370 390 
Philosophy 235 330-331 
Physics 120 448 
Political Science 335 (renumbered 235) 497 
Psychology 230 241-246 
Psychology 330 258-259 
Psychology 395 385 
Sociology 300 (renumbered 265) I 12-114 
Sociology 30 I (renumbered 365) 112-114 

NEW PROGRAM 
Concentration in Women's Studies (El Ed and SpEd Dual) 492-495 

PROGRAM REVISION 

503 
503 
415 
503 
503 
271,349 
416 
67, 141 
503 
503 
415 
415 
503 
503* 
416 
350, 415 
503 
503* 
271,350 
271,350 
416 
141 , 270 
141,270 

503* 

Concentration in Anthropology (El Ed and SpEd Dual) 396-397 4 I 6 
Concentration in Human Development (EI Ed and SpEd Dual) 398-400 416 

Major in Economics 
Major in Geography 
Major in International Relations 
Major in Management 
Major in Speech and Hearing Handicapped 

392 
444-445 
193-194 
393 
491 

Minor in Biology 485-486 
Minor in Business Studies 236-238, 391 
Minor in Environmental Studies 394-395 
Minor in Graphics Production (formerly Photolithography)299-302 
Minor in International Relations 102-108 
Minor in Legal Studies 262-264 
Minor in Modern European Studies 195-196 
Minor in Organizational and Occupational Behavior 338-342 
Minor in Women's Studies 44-45 

ADDITION TO COMMON CORE 
C/English 222 

Respectfully submitted, 

496 

Paul Schacht, Chair, Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 
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Annual Report 
Graduate Academic Affairs Committee 

1997-1998 

The Graduate Affairs Committee met on several occasions throughout the year. We mostly 
had to delete or add courses, actions that were met with approval in the Senate. In December and 
January, our committee met with the Policy Committee do discuss Geneseo's role in Distance 
Learning. Together, we reworked the guidelines for Distance Learning (we met 4 times for this with 
Policy). Because the College Course Bulletin is being redone for next year, we had many graduate 
courses to add or delete this year. We were a busy group! I would like to thank my 
committee members for their hard work and willingness to meet on Tuesday afternoons. I really 
appreciate their help and input during the course of the year. 

Respectfully submitted, 

C.A. Klima Chair- Graduate Academic Affairs Committee 

Undergraduate Policy, Core, and Review 
Annual Report 1997-98 

4 May 1998 

The Undergraduate Policy, Core, and Review Committee started the year with a flurry of 
activity. The majority of time was spent in conjunction with the Graduate Academic Affairs 
Committee deliberating and refining policy based on the report from the Ad-hoc Committee on 
Distance Learning. The final result was the only piece of policy brought forward and approved by the 
Senate this year (College Senate Bulletin, No. 19,20 February 1998, p. 409-410 Recommendations 
for Geneseo Distance Learning Facility"). 

Other discussions focused on policies regarding: I) Grade C-or better to receive credit; 2) 
di stance learning and the status of persona non grata at Geneseo; 3) Latin as a degree requirement; 4) 
changes regarding academic departments to establish minimum competence in courses for minors to 
C-or better (College Senate Bulletin, No. 15, 12 December 1997, p. 351). 

It was an honor and pleasure to serve the college this year and to work with dedicated and 
enthusiastic senators that shared their experience, time, and wisdom. 

Respectfully submitted, 

D. Jeffrey Over, Chair 
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1997-98 Annual Report of the 
Faculty Affairs Committee 

The Faculty Affairs Committee started the year with a charge to pursue two interrelated issues 
carried over from last year's committee-Geneseo faculty salaries and faculty involvement in budcret 
. 0 

Issues. We soon received additional charges to draft a constitutional amendment revising the structure 
of the Faculty Personnel Committee and to propose a mechanism for reviving the Calendar 
Committee. 

Most of Fall semester was devoted to examining budget and salary issues. New committee 
members acquainted themselves with the discussions and data passed on to us from last year's FAC. 
Vice President for Administration Ken Levison and Provost Barbara Dixon visited the committee for 
informative discussions on the budget and faculty salaries. The committee proposed a resolution 
calling for the formation of a standing committee to carry out periodic reviews of faculty salaries at 
Geneseo; the resolution was brought to the Senate on December 9th, where it was narrowly defeated. 

At the beginning of Spring semester, we considered forming a subcommittee to discuss a 
revival of the Budget Committee, but decided to defer consideration of this matter until after the 
President completes his revision of the College's strategic planning process. We returned to the issue 
of faculty salaries toward the end of Spring semester with a meeting at which Provost Dixon and 
Associate Provost Bruce Ristow answered questions about the procedures used in the recently 
completed faculty salary study and structural adjustment. 

During Spring semester the committee did form subcommittees to address constitutional 
amendments on Faculty Personnel Committee and a proposal to revive the Calendar Committee. We 
brought a proposal for a new Calendar Committee to the Senate; it passed first reading on March 17th 
and second reading on April 14th. After much debate and discussion within FAC, in Executive 
Committee, at an All-College Meeting, and at a special open meeting on constitutional amendments, 
we proposed a set of five amendments to modify the structure of the Faculty Personnel Committee, 
which were put to a vote by the faculty the first week in May . 

We concluded the year with a meeting at which Helena Waddy of the Department of History 
presented concerns about the SOFI and its use in evaluation of faculty for renewal , continuing 
appointment, and promotion . We were joined at this meeting by a lively and articulate group of 
students, who contributed greatly to the discussion. The committee decided to recommend that a 
working group be formed next year to study issues related to the SOFI, in preparation for its next 

scheduled formal review in 1999-2000. 

I would like to thank the members of the committee who contributed long hours and did their 
best to work together collegially on the sometimes contentious issues with which we were faced this 

year. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ganie B. DeHart 
Chair, FAC 
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Student Affairs Committee 
1997-1998 Annual Report 

The Student Affairs Committee met with several College Administrators and staff in order to 
provide information to the campus community on matters pertaining to student concerns. The 
following is a list of issues discussed during the academic year 1997-1998. 

I. As directed by the College Senate, the Committee arranged for the annual distribution of the 
1993 College Resolution urging all student organizations to make education their top priority. The 
Committee forwarded the resolution to Nancy Olson, Secretary for College Union Activities, for 
distribution. 

2. Letchworth Dining Hall. Students voiced some concern about the closing of Letchworth 
Dining Hall during breakfast hours this year. As a result, students had to walk to the Union or the 
HUB . Questions were raised as to why the change was made. A document from CAS, distributed to 
the committee, outlining the rationale for the decision to close Letchworth for breakfast during the 
Fall 1997 semester, detailed budgetary constraints and low use as key factors in the decision. By 
popular demand of students, a continental breakfast is now planned beginning with the Fall 1998 
semester in Letchworth Dining Hall which will be served from 9- 10:30 am Monday- Sunday. 

3. Student Campus Parking. In response to student concerns about campus parking, in March 
1998, R. Ossont, Captain of University Police and K. Kelly, Director of Campus Life, were invited to 
a Committee meeting to discuss the issues. R. Ossont stated that the problem is not that there is an 
insufficient number of parking spaces but that the majority of available spaces are on south campus 
rather than north campus . Most upperclass students live on north campus because it is closer to 
academic buildings and to apartments on Court Street; and upperclass students have more cars on 
campus than do underclass students. K. Kelly reported the results of a student survey which confirm 
that upperclass students want to live on north campus and even mini-apartments on south campus have 
not enticed students to stay. R. Ossont told us that approximately 150 student parking spaces are 
available on south campus every day. While not always convenient, they are nonetheless available 
within a walking distance which is much shorter than that on most university campuses. In addition, 
he reminded us, our campus does not currently have a parking fee; the registration fee of $7 is used for 
monitoring cars on campus. The result of no parking fee is that no money exists for renovation of 
parking facilities. The perception that not enough spaces exist, he explained, is because of the 
crowding on north campus. There are no current plans for the building of new parking lots due to 
budgetary constraints; each parking space costs approximately $2000 to construct. It would be 
difficult to argue for more parking spaces when there are 150 available spaces on south campus. 
There is under consideration, however, a plan to extend the X parking lot near the tennis courts. 

Off-campus Student Access to Residence Halls. In September 1997, a student request 
seeking limited access to residence halls for off-campus students was brought to the IRC, who then 
brought the issue to the individual residence halls for a vote. A majority of the residence halls voted 
to maintain the current policy, denying access to off-campus students. In November 1997, the 
Committee met with K. Pennington, then V.P. for Student & Campus Life, to discuss campus policy 
regarding this issue. She explained that the present policy was implemented in October 1996, when 
residence hall swipe cards were introduced. This policy prevents access to the residence halls to all 
non-resident students but provides limited (daytime) access to all residence halls to on-campus 
students. The major factor in implementing this policy was the issue ·Of student safety. Other off
campus student issues were raised, including: 1) providing off-campus students with PIN numbers so 
they can make off-campus calls from campus phones and with student phone directories (PIN numbers 
are now available and directories are provided on request); 2) providing better notification of campus 
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events and resources (this is currently being looked into--an off-campus Iistserv is one option being 
considered); 3) creating more comfortable lounge areas which would encourage conversation and 
reading (this is do-able--appropriate areas just need to be identified); 4) providing transportation with 
the SAFE car to the Meadows apartments (this is already been instituted). K. Pennington agreed that 
the College should do more to assist off-campus students and said that her office was looking at ways 
to better serve these students. W. Karen, Acting V.P. for Student & Campus Life, says that he and his 
staff have had dedicated conversations about off-campus students; and he has spoken with President 
Dahl about identifying a current staff member to act as a liaison to these students in order to discover 
which areas need to be addressed. 

5. Extended CIT Lab Hours. In November 1997, the Committee met with S. Chichester, 
Director of C.I.T., to address the possibility of extending the South Hall Computer Lab hours, 
particularly prior to and during exam week. She stated that prior to exams the South Hall labs are 
extended to I :00 - 2:00 am, depending on staffing. She explained that the reasons why the South Hall 
labs do not have even more extended hours are: 1) Few people show up for the later hours; 2) Safety 
issues; 3) Staff issues--both budgetary and finding students willing to work those hours . Last fall CIT 
provided "Early Bird" hours (opening at 7:00 am) but the labs were not well-attended during those 
hours. As a result, they were discontinued in the spring semester. The late hours were begun earlier 
in the spring semester than in the past but were also not well-attended. The labs were also opened two 
hours earlier ( l 0:00 am instead of noon) on Saturdays and Sundays since April 18. Currently labs are 
staffed at all times but CIT is looking into the possibility of unstaffed extended hours and has already 
installed some cameras to that end. 

6. Student Course Registration. In December I 997, D. Sullivan, College Registrar, addressed 
concerns and solicited feedback from the Committee regarding course registration. She indicated that 
the current student registration system appears to be working well for the most part. It is expected that 
a new online registration system will be tested in the Fall I 998 semester and that all students will be 
able to register online for the Spring 1999 semester. 

7. Outdoor Commencement. Graduating students have been pursuing the idea of outdoor 
commencement since Fall 1997 and in November, a few student representatives met with President 
Dahl to discuss the matter. Students indicated that their primary reasons for wanting an outdoor 
commencement were to accommodate more visitors and to take advantage of the beauty of the 
campus. While the administration was open to the idea and looked into costs, it turns out that it would 
be prohibitively expensive to implement such a plan. The costs could be as high as $76,000. Another 
serious consideration is the weather--a very important matter since an outdoor event would be totally 
without protection from the elements. In April 1998, the Committee met with Vice President Levison, 
who explained in detail all the factors taken into account in considering this decision. He 
recommended that the Committee and the Student Affairs Association continue to look into 
alternative ways of improving the quality of commencement. 

The Student Affairs Committee would like to thank all administrators and staff who met with 
us this year and those who worked towards solving the issues of concern discussed in our Committee. 

year. 

Finally, I would like to thank the members of the Committee .for their active participation this 

Respectfully submitted, 
Sonja Landes, Chair 
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Last 1997-1998 College Senate Meeting Minutes 
OS May 1998 

Present: Allen, J., Allison, M., Asgary, N., Babiarz, A., Bailey, S., Ballard, J., Boiani, J., Brennan, W., Brown, P., Butwell, S., Case, P., 
Chierici , R., Crosby, E., Cylke, K., Dahl, C., Daniels, C., DeHart, G., Dixon, B., Ebeling, M., Edgar, S., Everett, T., Fey, M. , Fletcher, K., 
Gillette, K., Gridley, A., Hartman, R., Hill, D., Hon, T., Hues, R., lves, N., lyer, S., Johnson, D., Karch, T., Kedzierawski, A., Kirkwood. J., 
Leary, C., Lima, M. , MacLean, P., Maione, L., Mason, B., Morse, J., Over, J., Paratore, G., Reber, J., Repinski , D., Rosenberg, R., Sancilio, 
L., Schacht, P., Schiavetti, N., Schinski, M., Schneider, M., Seymour, J., Spangler, K., Stone, J ., Tang, C.-M., Trasher, Y., Yasiliev, R., 
Watt. D., Webb, P. 

Excused : E. Drachman, C. Klima, S. Landes, P. Murphy 

Call to Order: Chair J. Boiani called the meeting to order at 4:04P.M. 

Modification of the Agenda: The agenda (p. 518) is modified to add an item to New Business. The 
modification is accepted unanimously. 

Approval of Agenda: Motion to accept the agenda passes unanimously. 

Approval of the minutes: The minutes of the 14 April meeting (501-504) were approved 
unanimously. 

REPORTS 
Chair (J. Boiani) 
The chair urges faculty to vote on the FPC amendments. 
The next (and final) Bulletin will be issued 5/15 with an index to follow later in the month. 
The Chair thanks student Senators and wishes good luck to seniors . 

President (C. Dahl): 
The President salutes the student representatives. 
The governor vetoed all additions to higher education. 
The Trustees are asking for some restoration, at least Community College Aid with a possibility of 
funding for Distinguished Scholars and for the Technology Initiative. 
The President finds the vetoes of EOP, Community College base aid, and faculty lines particularly 
regrettable. 
The Trustees are providing the RAM during finals week. All locally generated revenue will stay on 
campi, but cha.nges are not large and the chronic underfunding of Geneseo will continue. 
The Commission on Diversity and Community was appointed and will meet 517 for the first time. 
The Commission members are: 

Students: Michelle Allison, Jason Capilli, Raina Cedra, Maxine Francis, Nasha Munroe, 
Aristedes Pinedo, Joshua Sussman, Susanna Wong 

Administration: Kelly Clark, Archie Cureton, Richard Farquharson, Betty Fearn, 
Tom Greenfield, Debbie Hill, Scott Hooker 

Faculty: Sharon Bossung, Rosemarie Chierici, Dave Geiger, Srinivasa Leelamma, Robert Owens 
Monica Schneider 

The Commission will provide concrete suggestions to act upon. The goal is to establish a "truly 
diverse education learning community" . 
On the evening of 517, the President will walk around in the dark with the Campus Safety Committee 
headed by K. Deffenbaugh. 
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Provost (B. Dixon): No report. 

Vice Chair (K. Cylke): No report. 

Treasurer's Report (K. Fletcher): 
$5702.27 in Senate account. 

University Faculty Senator's Report (J. Reber): 
The Senate met at Brockport 4/23-25. The final Mission Review document was sent to campus 
Presidents. 
A list of 50th anniversary of SUNY events was just received and will be distributed by email. 
Individual copies will be sent upon request to Reber. 
Every campus seemed opposed to the RAM, though Geneseo will come out ahead. 

Central Council (A. Gridley reporting forM. Allison): 
The 1998-1999 Central Council term began 5/4. 
Some students still need to be selected for College Council, CAS, Senate, etc. 
Students are going to Albany to protest the governor's vetoes. 

Undergraduate Curriculum (P. Schacht): 
Members are thanked for their hard work and dedication. 
The following are second readings. In all cases, the changes were approved unanimously and without 
discussion. 

Biology 
Program Revision: Minor in Biology {pp 485-486) 
Proposal for a New Course: Bioi 345 Biology of Insects (pp 487-490) 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences 
Program Revision: BS in Speech and Hearing Handicapped (p 491) 
Education 
Program Revision: Addition of Women's Studies Concentration to 
BS in ElEd and BS in SpEd (pp 492-495) 
English 
Proposal for a New Course for the Critical Reasoning Core: 
Engl 222 Exploring the Renaissance: (subtitle) (p 496) 
Political Science 
Course Revision: Plsc 335 to Plsc 235- Religion and American Politics (p 497) 
SOPA 
Course Revision: Grading Change; Muse 175 American Folk Guitar I (p 498) 

Graduate Affairs (J. Boiani for C. Klima): No report. 

Policy (J. Over): 
Thanks the committee for dedication, enthusiasm, and hard work. 

Faculty Affairs (G. DeHart): 
Final meeting discussed SOFI's. Some of this discussion is in the Lamron. More complete minutes 
will appear in the 5/15 Bulletin. 
FAC recommends that next year several issues about the SOFI's be discussed before the formal review 
of the SOFI's in two years. 
Thanks to members for being constructive, collegial, and for working hard. 
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Student Affairs (J. Boiani for S. Landes): The committee's annual report will be in the last Bulletin. 

Unfinished Business: None 

New Business: 

A Resolution to the Governor was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously after a friendly 
amendment by D. Hill to add "University" to the last paragraph. 
The Resolution (which asks Governor Pataki to reconsider his vetoes of the higher education 
additions) is: 

Resolution 

Whereas a quality public higher education system benefits the State of New York and all of its 
citizens, and 
Whereas access to this system should not be denied to any citizen of the State because of financial 
limitations, and 
Whereas the vetoes of the increased funding for the Educational Opportunity Program, the funding for 
textbook aid, and the funding for additional full time faculty lines threaten to reduce the quality of the 
system and access to it, 
Be it resolved that the College Senate of the State University of New York, College at Geneseo, acting 
on behalf of the entire College community, urges Governor George Pataki to reconsider these vetoes 
and provide the funding necessary to maintain and increase the quality of the SUNY educational 
experience and make it available to all its qualified citizens. 

Outgoing remarks by Chair. 
Thanks to everyone. 
Thanks to President Dahl and Provost Dixon. 
Thanks to work studies 
Thanks to Dave Geiger (Chair), Marsha Britt (Secretary), and the Dept. of Chemistry. 
Thanks to Senate Officers Fletcher (Treasurer), Rosenberg (Secretary), Bossung (past-Chair), Reber 
(UF Senator), Gohlman (Parliamentarian), and M. Allison (Central Council) who urged that the 5/12 
meeting be moved to 5/5. 
Thanks and well wishes to Cylke (Chair-elect) and Glass (vice-Chair elect) 
Thanks to committee Chairs Schacht, Klima, Over, Landes, and DeHart. 
Thanks to Tish (spouse). 
Thanks to all people in Senate. 
The Senate has two purposes: 

to justify ownership of curriculum. 
to show students a representative democracy at work. 

Adjournment: 
Adjourn at 4:33PM. 

Secretarial Signoff: The Secretary would like to thank Chair Boiani and the rest of EC for restoring 
some semblance of accuracy to the minutes. The Secretary also thanks those who sent encouraging 
emails. 

Respectfully Submitted: R. E. Rosenberg, Secretary. 
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First 1998-1999 Senate Minutes 
OS May 1998 

Call to Order. Chair K. Cylke called the meeting to order at 4:34PM. 

Chairs report (K. Cylke) 
Cylke warns the community that his spelling, proofreading, and grammar are all poor. 
Cylke thanks students and welcomes new student Senators. 
Committee preferences should be sent to Cylke, assignments will be out by May's end. 

Unfinished Business: 
None 

New Business: 
Cylke reads a resolution which is moved, seconded and passed unanimously. 

Whereas 
He has served the Geneseo College Community with tireless dedication and unflagging enthusiasm. 

Whereas 
He has conducted the business of the College Senate in a conscientious manner. 

Whereas 
His actions reflect his commitment to Senate and the quality of campus life are his utmost priorities. 

We, the members of the college Senate, are resolved to commend James Boiani for his tenure 
as Chair of the 1997-1998 College Senate of SUNY Geneseo. 

Adjournment: 
Adjourn at 4:37PM. 

Respectfully Submitted: R. E. Rosenberg, Secretary 
(Seems like overtime, but I didn't do the May 1997 minutes.) 

Minutes of the Faculty Affairs Committee of the Geneseo College Senate, 
April 21, 1998 

The Faculty Affairs Committee of the Senate was called to order by Chair 
Ganie DeHart on April 21 at 4 PM. 
Members present: G. DeHart, M. Lima, H. Latorella, 1. Kirkwood, H. Koomen, D. Watt, K. Gillette, 
J. F . Morse. 
Visiting faculty: H. Waddy. Visiting students: P. Johnson, J. Coature, R.Goller, V. Parasram, 
K. Swenson, M. Allison, C. Tuchovsky, A. Gridley, T. Kard, and L. Baars. 

Prior to beginning discussion on the topic of SOFis, the group agreed that this would be the last 
meeting of the FAC for this year. A discussion of sabbaticals proposed by Latorella will be deferred 
until next year's committee is constituted. 

Chair DeHart opened the meeting by reviewing relevant items about SOFis: (a) next formal review 
takes place in 1999-2000 (b) since the review process takes time, DeHart suggested that FAC begin 
discussions next year in preparation (c) the Provost indicated that a task force could be formed . 
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Guest Helena Waddy reviewed highlights from her report, "Evaluating Teaching at ?~neseo" (copy 
attached), which committee members had read. The report raises the issue of the vahd1ty of SOFis 
which are not professionally designed and administered. Waddy raised two questions: (a) What do 
they measure? (b) How valid are they? Waddy felt that the issue of the validity of S~~Is affects ~wo 
purposes for which they are used: (I) using the numbers on SOFis for personnel decisions (2) usm~ 
SOFis for feedback for professors. Waddy thinks that these two uses of SOFis are at odds. Waddy IS 

not convinced that the current use of SOFis creates the best teaching environment. Feedback to 
professors could be enhanced by a better form. Waddy recommended that, if we continue to use SOFis 
with numbers, we adopt the menu approach, allowing professors to design SOFis to fit the kind of 
class that the forms are used to evaluate. She pointed out that we need a different approach to evaluate 
instruction in classes using active learning. Waddy also recommended that we maintain a balance in 
modes of evaluating teaching, not relying too heavily on SOFI scores . If we continue to use numbers, 
Waddy recommends weighting and using holistic numbers, and providing guidance in the use of SOFI 
scores . 

Committee members discussed many issues raised in Waddy's research. These included: 
(I) Using the menu approach 

Koomen noted that the menu approach goes counter to using SOFI scores for personnel 
decisions . Latorella recalled that the original intention of SOFis was that they NOT be used for 
personnel decisions. DeHart pointed out that many schools use the menu approach (Illinois, 
Michigan), that the issue of comparability comes up with the menu approach, and that it is hard to 
design one form that will fit all types of classes across all disciplines. Gillette asked if there is any set 
policy for using SOFis. DeHart described the process of reviewing faculty for renewal, tenure, and 
promotion. Waddy added that there is no set policy, which is part of the problem. Lima argued that 
there should be some kind of uniformity and an established validity if SOFis are used in personnel 
decisions. 
(2) Identifying the qualities that constitute good teaching 

Watt argued that the pivotal issue is whether or not there are qualities of excellent teaching that 
can be identified and evaluated by students. These might include (a) command of subject matter, (b) 
organization, (c) whether the instructor is concerned about student response, and (d) the instructor's 
commitment to subject matter and students. Watt thinks we can identify such qualities, and students 
can evaluate them, but that we need to start our discussion of SOFis with a college wide discussion 
about the qualities that constitute excellent teaching. 
(3) The use of SOFis at Geneseo 

Committee members agreed that SOFI scores have acquired an importance in personnel decisions 
that is unfortunate. They think that junior faculty worry about SOFI scores and may adjust their 
practices to getting good SOFis, which may not lead to good teaching. Some expressed the opinion 
that this may lead to grade inflation. Students expressed surprise that a SOFI score of 3 was 
considered poor. In reply to Watt, Latorella argued that students do not always recognize excellence in 
teaching, but sometimes reward professors who appear well-organized and sympathetic, rather then 
professors who offer solid content, challenging work, and current knowledge of their discipline. Watt 
replied that, although it is dangerous to place too much importance on a narrow range of SOFI scores, 
it is still possible to use them fairly in the long run. He argued that the key is caution, balance, and 
moderation. Lima responded that in an ideal world, caution would be practiced, but this is not an ideal 
world . She added that individual negative SOFI comments can also be used against professors in 
personnel decisions as well as low SOFI numbers. Committee members agreed that negative 
comments can stand out. Latorella added that peer evaluations and student evaluations can be 
inconsistent, which presents a problem. 
(4) The validity of SOFI scores 

Latorella argued that the numbers resulting from SOFis scores are not statistically usable. 
Standard deviations are not reported and the distributions are not normal. There are so many variables 
that you can't sort them out to make valid comparisons. Consequently, SOFI scores don't tell us who is 
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a better t~acher, a ?erson who scores 3.7 or a person who scores 4. Latorella argued that if we adjust 
our teachmg practtces to please students, we could be doing them a disservice. DeHart listed other 
variables that cannot be separated for analysis: class size, whether the students are majors, whether the 
class is required or an elective, the gender of the teacher, the time of day, and the day of week (and 
many more). DeHart added that SOFI scores do not use an interval scale. DeHart pointed out that is 
hard to get good SOFis in unpopular, required classes. Committee members aareed that it is difficult 

. 0 

to tnterpret what the scores mean . We assume validity where there may be none. Latorella pointed that 
the numbers could be made more valid by eliminating extremes. Committee members agreed that one 
dissatisfied person could skew a set of SOFI scores. Koomen pointed out that in science SOFis are 
typically lower, but science teachers are not worse than teachers in other disciplines. Although this 
effect can be compensated for, there are other factors that cannot be filtered out. 
(5) Student concerns 

Students visiting the meeting came to voice their concern that some form of student evaluations 
be retained. They feared elimination of SOFis, which was not the intention of the committee. They 
seemed surprised that SOFis were used in personnel decisions. DeHart explained how SOFis are 
submitted with portfolios for renewal, tenure, and promotion. Baars commented that SOFis should 
take the difficulty of the class into account. Tuchovsky remarked that attendance makes a big 
difference in how well students can evaluate the quality of teaching. She thought that SOFis shouldn't 
be weighted more than half in personnel decisions. She felt that SOFis could lead to grade inflation . 
She suggested a survey for graduating seniors to evaluate classes they had taken. Allison felt that 
numerical SOFI scores should not be used. She felt that SOFis should apply equally to all 
departments. She would like to see SOFis based solely on comments. She feels that students can 
assess the success of different methods in different classes. She felt that mid-semester SOFis would be 
good to provide more immediate formative feedback for professors. Gridley added that there is no way 
to indicate that the category or question on current SOFI forms is not applicable to a particular class. 
She agreed with Allison that mid-semester SOFis were a good idea. Johnson pointed out that any 
number system will be biased in some way, adding that students have to put up with unfair number 
systems too (SA Ts and grades). He agreed that SOFis need to be revised and use of SOFis needs to be 
standardized. He added that students use SOFis to select their classes. 
(6) Discussion of possible actions 

The committee members agreed that they do not advocate eliminating SOFis, but that Geneseo 
should work diligently on developing a valid instrument. Waddy felt that training students to fill out 
SOFis, an idea proposed in the materials she researched, is an excellent idea. If SOFis are used in 
personnel decisions, then students are acting as personnel managers, who should be trained. Waddy 
thinks Geneseo needs a center for pedagogy with trained people to observe teaching, to talk to 
students about the meaning of SOFI questions, and to administer SOFis. The committee agreed that 
Geneseo professors need and value student input, but not necessarily the kind that SOFis elicit. 
Latorella thinks we need to address intellectual inbreeding and we need to focus on the future, instead 
of asking students to decide whether a certain professor respects a student's opinion . Morse added that 
professors can seek formative feedback apart from SOFI forms at any time during the semester. The 
committee agreed that a faster return of SOFis would facilitate using them as formative feedback for 
the next semester. 
Conclusions: 

The sentiment of the committee was that next year's FAC should address the issue of the upcoming 
revision of SOFis before the revision year of 1999-2000. The present committee recommends that 
next year's FAC be charged with putting together a "working group" composed of faculty, students, 
and experts appointed by and responsible to the Faculty Affairs Committee of the Senate. This 
working group should issue a report to be used by the 1999-2000 FAC in revising the SOFis. The 
committee recommends that next year's group seek funding from the Provost to bring in psychometric 
experts to help design a valid instrument. 
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The committee recommends that the working group address the broader issues raised in today's 
discussion, rather than just changing the wording on the SOFis. The committee agreed that Waddy's 
research was very informative and should be considered by the working group. The issues that next 
year's committee should discuss are listed above in the minutes: but were summarized at the end of the 
meeting as including the following questions: 

(I) What is the theoretical basis of student eva! uation of faculty instruction? 
(2) What are the qualities of excellent teaching? 
(3) For what purpose or purposes is student evaluation of faculty instruction to be used? 

(a) administratively 
(b) as formative feedback for professors 

(4) How should an instrument be designed to serve this purpose or these purposes? 
(5) How are student evaluations designed and used elsewhere? 

DeHart invited senators present to let next year's Senate Chair, Kurt Cylke, know if they were 
interested on serving on the FAC next year. She encouraged students to let Cylke know if they were 
interested in being members of such a working group. 

DeHart thanked committee members for their time, effort, and conscientiousness in serving on this 
year's FAC. The meeting was adjourned at 5:30PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Jane Fowler Morse 

EVALUATING TEACHING AT GENESEO 
Helena Waddy, Department of History 

(February, 1998) 

I. THE STATE OF RESEARCH INTO STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHERS (SETs) : 
How valid are the SETs? How fair are they? What are their "social consequences? (Braskamp 

and Ory, 1994, pp. 92-93) These are controversial questions that have occupied researchers for 
decades. Most experts argue that the SETs are "relatively valid," as long-term Australian expert 
Herbert W. Marsh states the case in his 1997 articie written with Lawrence A. Roche. The two authors 
add, though, that "the validity and usefulness of SET information depend on the content and the 
coverage of the items. Poorly worded or inappropriate items will not provide useful information." 
(Marsh and Roche, 1997, p. 1187) Raoul A. Arreola, a widely used consultant about faculty 
evaluation and development, agrees, saying that "most student ratings forms ... are 'home-made' [and] 
have not followed the rigorous psychometric and statistical procedures required to produce a 
professional well-developed " form. (Arreola, 1995, pp. vi, 84) 

Experts also think that the SETs can be fair IF they are used in conjunction with other 
measures of teaching effectiveness in a sensible evaluation process. As Marsh and Roche put it, "most 
researchers agree that it is necessary to have multiple indicators of effective teaching-- particularly for 
personnel decisions," although other measures need to "be systematically examined before they are 
actually used." (Marsh and Roche, 1997, pp. l 187, 1190) Professor of Economies and Labor 
Relations David A. Dilts and his colleagues Lawrence J. Haber and Donna Bialik argue that "if 
teaching is measured using only one aspect, for example, student evaluations, and no effort is made to 
gather and analyze information on the other characteristics of effective teaching, the assessment is 
incomplete and hence ... unethical." They point out that "it is primarily the affective domain that is 
measured in most student evaluations .... To assert that positive evaluations are associated with greater 
learning requires the establishment of a link between the cognitive, not the affective, domain and 
evaluations." (Dilts et al, pp. 20, 56) Syracuse University professor of Higher Education John Centra 
concurs: "The comprehensive model simply advocates the use of multiple sources of information to 
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triangulate or confirm results." He emphasizes that "what may seem to be a poor evaluation of a 
particular aspect of a course may, for example, be a reflection of the teacher's attempt to use a 
different approach. Traditional student rating forms may not reflect the effectiveness of less 
traditional teaching methods." Centra concludes that "teaching ... is too complex to reduce to 
quantifiable indicators. Whether based on rating scales or test results, such indicators tend to 
minimize the kind of thought and reflection that is critical to good evaluation." (Centra, 1993, pp. 92, 
176, 178) 

By contrast, Arreola would capture the complexities of a teaching evaluation by building up 
to an overall numerical rating through quantifying the judgments of various groups: students would 
primarily grade "Instructional Delivery Skills" and peers primarily "Course Expertise" and 
"Instructional Design Skills," while Chairs would assess "Course Management." This should avoid the 
problems created "when the tacit assumption is made by those reviewing the ratings that good 
instructional delivery skills are the predominate defining characteristics of good teaching." It also 
avoids the repeated use of the same data at each of several decision-making levels. The contribution of 
student ratings to the overall numerical rating of teaching, which is pieced together from weighted 
scores in Arreola's four categories, should be in the form of a single "pattern of performance over 
time" score. This score would, therefore, form part of the teaching component in an "overall 
composite rating" of a professor's total performance, because "the particular student ratings for one 
class, the peer critiques of a single article, or similar such specific data are rarely appropriate for 
decision-making." (Arreola, pp. 18-42,57,63,69, 75) 

Real problems with the SETs led University of Washington professor of Psychology Anthony 
G. Greenwald to initiate the writing of a series of evaluative articles now published in American 
Psychologist. His reason for seeking out this new assessment was personal; he scored first very high 
ratings and then much lower ratings for the same course. The experts included in his series come 
down in favor of SETs, primarily on the basis of studies in which researchers take the SET numbers 
from courses with multiple sections and correlate them with the results of shared multiple-choice final 
examinations. In addition, Marsh and Roche claim that the averaged opinion of "trained external 
observers may accurately rate some specific classroom teaching behaviors," that is, those behaviors 
that lead to "high, medium, and low SETs." (Marsh and Roche, 1997, p. 1190) (Centra cites one 
1983study that found trained observers capable of isolating the factors that students reward in SETs. 
"For example, they reported that highly rated teachers were more likely to repeat difficult ideas (the 
clarity factor), speak emphatically or expressively (the enthusiasm factor), and be sensitive to student 
needs (the rapport factor) . All told, the three groups of teachers differed on twenty-six individual 
behaviors.") (Centra, 1993, p. 63) 

Yet, as a result of his own investigations, Greenwald writes that he feels "some amazement'" 
that the researchers included in this debate, "like many others, appear not to be disconcerted by 
convergent-validity findings that typically report correlations of .40 or less with nonratings indicators 
of teaching effectiveness (e.g. ratings typically explain only about 15% of the variance in achievement 
measures). I am similarly puzzled by the wariness with which these scholars and others treat research 
findings that, to my reading, indicate that ratings measures can be unfair." (Greenwald, 1997, p. 1216) 
(Concordia University professors Sylvia d'Apollonia and Philip C. Abrams conclude in their article in 
Greenwald's series that "the published multisection validity literature suggests that under appropriate 
conditions (all instructors are faculty members, evaluation is carried out prior to students' knowing 
their final grade, sections are equivalent in terms of student prior ability or equivalence is 
experimentally controlled) and the validity coefficient is corrected for attenuation, more than 45% of 
the variation in student learning among sections can be explained by student perceptions of instructor 
effectiveness ." This represents, I think, the .47 correlation that they mention earlier in the article, a 
correlation greater than Greenwald's .40, which translates into a somewhat higher figure than 
Greenwald's 15 %.) (d'Apolloniaand Abrams, 1997, pp. 1202-1203) 

It is quite disturbing that the evidence used by researchers like Marsh and Roche or 
d'Apollonia and Abrams rests excessively on the use of SET's measured against multiple-section 
introductory courses sharing a single mutiple-choice examination to judge student achievement. That 

543 



is, they argue that higher scores on the common examination correlate with higher SETs and, 
therefore, with superior teaching. However, validating all SET results by referring back to this type of 
testing creates the problem that the most effective types of college-level teaching are not necessarily 
those that work best with introductory students needing to master a body of knowledge aimed at 
multiple-choice answers. This is a problem that d'Apollonia and Abrams point out when they argue 
that "the multisection validity studies, by virtue of the common objective achievement test, may 
reflect an unsophisticated model of teaching effectiveness .. .. Student rating forms should reflect 
models of teaching based on cognitive and motivational research." (d' Apollonia and Abrams, 1997, p. 
1208, referring in part back to McKeachie, 1997, pp. 1199-1200). Centra reiterates this concern when 
he argues that "one limitation of these studies is that multisection courses are typically, freshman or 
sophomore courses that emphasize lower-level learning, basic knowledge, and skills in a subject area. 
Teaching behaviors that best accomplish those learning outcomes may not work as well with 
higher-level outcomes such as critical thinking or synthesis ." (Centra, 1993, pp. 62-63) 

SET forms should move beyond testing the type of teaching required in large multisection 
introductory courses with multiple choice examinations. This is problematic because, as Centra 
argues, "when people are asked to identify characteristics of good teaching (or good teachers}, they 
think about what most teachers do--lecture. Their responses, therefore, really address the 
characteristics of effective didactic teaching." (Centra, 1993, p. 41) It will take a lot of careful work to 
create SET forms that are capable of evaluating other types of effective teaching, in particular the 
"active learning" that the Geneseo community has set forth as a primary goal. 

Some researchers do think that SETs reach beyond judging the introductory lecturing mode, 
as veteran SET researcher Wilbert J McKeachie claims. "Both Marsh and I have found student ratings 
to be valid with respect to other criteria, including motivational, attitudinal , and other goals of 
education." Nevertheless, Marsh and Roche argue in the same Greenwald series of articles that "there 
is too little research relating multidimensional SET's to important student ou!comes such as 
motivation, self-concept, affect, metacognition, study strategies, course-work selection, career 
aspirations, and so forth ." (McKeachie, 1997, p. 1219; Marsh and Roche, 1997, p. 1190) This means 
that we have no real database for answering three interrelated sets of questions relevant to creating a 
new type of SET form : · 

I . What skills and knowledge bases should students be acquiring? How can we define 
effective teaching of these skills and knowledge bases? Who is to decide about both of these 
questions? What degree of variation in answering these questions will we accept? 

2. How are we to measure the results of teaching these skills and knowledge bases in an 
acceptable and quantifiable way? That is, what would be the equivalent valid measure to the shared 
multiple-choice examination? 

3. How are we to create a SET form that will assess teaching effectiveness in a way that 
correlates well with the newly established outcome measures? 

Devising a SET form that meets all of these challenges would not only allow for evaluation of 
sophisticated college-level teaching but also for the This, however, seems to be a daunting task. 

Connected to the problem that SET's reduce the broad range of teaching styles to introductory 
lecturing, there is the newly emerging issue of Academic Freedom and SET's. As University of New 
England Professor of Psychology Robert Haskell argued recently, "SEF are not the benign instrument 
they may appear to be or may once have been. Their primary impact goes to the core of academic 
freedom and to quality of instruction. He mentions the work of J. McMurtry who claims that now 
"threats to academic freedom come from within [academia itself] : the consumer students." McMurtry 
argues that in higher education, contrary to consumer principles, "the higher the standards [education] 
has, the less it can be immediate in yield, the more work it demands of its owner, and the more its 
failures must be overcome by its possessor's own works." (Haskell, 1997, pp. 2, 10, Note #37, quoting 
McMurtry, 1991, pp. 213-214) When students expect to act as consumers in forcing professors to 
conform to their stereotypical expectations, most particularly in lower-level courses--pressing them 
into preset molds--they threaten the diversity of teaching styles and personalities that professors could 
bring to the classroom. 

544 



Let us be cl~ar that professors do bring a wide variety of qualities to their teaching. To 
u~derstand the multiple factors that contribute to making up each teacher's "profile," Marsh identified 
~me o~erall areas when he developed his Students' Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) form: 
Learnmg/Value, Instructor Enthusiasm, Organization/Clarity, Group Interaction, Individual Rapport, 

Breadth of Coverage, Examinations/Grading, Assignments/Readings, and Workload/Difficulty." 
(Marsh and Roche, 1997, p. 1187) Of course, each teacher is stron crer in some of these areas and 
we~ker i.n others, but. ma~y combi~ations can world well although ~ot all qualities are necessarily 

. va~id ObJect~ of scrutmy m evaluatiOn procedures. McKeachie points out that philosopher of science 
Michael Scnven "has long argued that no ratings of teaching style (e.g. enthusiasm, organization, 
warmth) should be used because teaching effectiveness can be achieved in many ways. Usincr 
characteristics that generally have positive correlations with effectiveness penalizes the teacher who is 
effective despite less than top scores on one or more of the dimensions usually associated with 
effectiveness. Judging an individual on the basis of characteristics, Scriven says, is just as unethical 
as judging an individual on the basis ofrace or gender." (McKeachie, 1997, pp. 1218-1219, citing 
Scriven, 1981) Perhaps only the best SET forms can capture a full enough profile that both strengths 
and weaknesses balance out to avoid invidious judgments; less well designed forms favor particular 
areas of the overall profile, often to the detriment of those teachers who do not fit the stereotypical 
expectations. Yet even were the ideal SET form to exist, there remains the problem raised by 
McKeachie when he stresses that the stereotyping of good teaching as lecturing characterizes 
"students' conceptions of effective teaching. Many students prefer teaching that enables them to li sten 
passively--teaching that organizes the subject matter for them and that prepares them well for tests ." 
(McKeachie, 1997, p. 1219) Can students use even a well designed form effectively under these 
circumstances? That is, can students truly evaluate unfamiliar and therefore uncomfortable types of 
teaching? 

In these days of increased interest in "diversity" on campus, it must be valuable for our 
students to encounter a variety of styles and human types. Should not we therefore oblige them to 
adapt to teaching variations, committing every effort to meeting their teachers halfway, and to making 
each class a success? Because it is surely prejudicial to insist that individual teachers become, or 
struggle to become, what they are not. Unless there are very clear reasons for claiming that a personal 
teaching style does not work well, encouraging diversity should dictate extreme caution in allowing 
the SET's to force changes on unwilling professors. In addition, students should receive the 
appropriate training to fill out carefully designed forms that allow them to make judicious assessments 
of a wide variety of teaching styles. University of Wisconsin professor Marcia Ann Pulich even 
advocates inclusion of teacher evaluation in initial student orientation procedures. "This would 
include a general introduction to performance appraisal, with specific coverage as to what it is and 
how it is used in tenure and promotion decisions. If the university or college as a whole uses the same 
basic form, the students could be taught how to fill out the form." Education about the common 
mistakes that evaluators can make should also be part of the program. Pulich adds that professors can 
help to prepare students for completing the SET form by handing out a Xeroxed version some class 
periods in advance of the actual completion time. (Pulich, n. d., pp. 92-93) This approach would go 
partway towards meeting the problem of using evaluations for personnel decisions when students have 
not been properly informed that they are contributing to these summative judgments rather than to the 
formative assessment of courses for the benefit of the professor and future students. However, the 
problem would remain that SETs are anonymous documents; in one instance the Faculty Union at the 
University of Guam argued successfully that such anonymous material and "hearsay" violated their 
contract agreement. Haskell adds : "The union also argued that the university improperly interpreted 
the data from the evaluations." Scriven adds the twist that "not more than one or two [SET forms} 
could stand up in a serious hearing. " This concern refers back to Arreola's point that most forms are . 
inadequately prepared. (Haskell, 1997, At. 5-6, based on Blum 1990 and Scriven, 1991 , 1993, 1995) 

The same concerns about restrictions to Academic Freedom apply to course content, which 
students can certainly try to censor in the SET's. As Haskell argues, loss of freedom "entails pressure 
to censor unpopular subjects within the popular cultural belief systems of students." Consider, for 
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example, the ease of renowned lawyer and Harvard Law School professor Alan Dershowitz who 
found that, by discussing unpopular ideas about rape, he could attract the ire of several students who 
"used the power of their evaluations in an attempt to exact their political revenge for my politically 
incorrect teaching." He concludes that "although I always try to learn from my evaluations, I will not 
be bullied into abandoning a teaching style that I believe is best designed to stimulate thinking .. .. 
Are other less established teachers being coerced into changing their teaching by the fear of negative 
evaluations, which can be fatal to tenure? You bet they are, and it poses a real danger to academic 
freedom and good education". (Haskell, 1997, p. , quoting from Dershowitz, 1994, pp. 118-119) 

Moreover, the demands of the SETs have been detrimental to academic standards by forcing 
teachers to accommodate to student demands for courses in which they can easily perform well after 
receiving the material carefully organized and packaged on their behalf. Some students have lost sight 
of the need for a deep commitment to tough working standards, with the result, as Centra points out, 
that "even effective teachers can do only so much to motivate students." (Centra, 1993, p. 173) 
Related to this problem is the well- established phenomenon of grade inflation throughout academia; 
Geneseo has not been immune to this problem, as an overview of the rise during the last 20 years in 
"A" and "B" grades, complemented by the fall of "C" grades, clearly reveals; "C+" through "E" grades 
now represent around 20% of total grades given . Pressure to give high grades for less than fully 
satisfactory work grows out of student displeasure at low grades. Greenwald and Gerald M. Gilmore 
argue that "attribution theory" research reveals the general tendency to credit ourselves for successes 
but to blame outside forces for our failures. "Applying, this principle to the academic context, one 
would expect that high grades will be self-attributed to intelligence or diligence, and that low grades 
will be attributed to poor instruction. Social psychological attribution theory matured after the peak of 
research activity over student ratings, perhaps explaining why this interpretation has been infrequently 
mentioned. (Greenwald and Gillmore, I 997, p. 1211) The whole issue of the influence of grading on 
SETs is quite controversial. Many researchers discount it but Greenwald and Gillmore certainly do 
not, which perhaps refers back to Greenwald's surprise at the reluctance of researchers to accept unfair 
results of the SETs. Only when students are willing and trained to evaluate all types of teaching 
effectiveness fairly and wisely, without complaining about tough standards and grading, will 
professionally prepared SETs be truly valid instruments. 

2. IMPLICATIONS OF SET RESEARCH FOR GENESEO: 
Given the dubious validity of the SETs for all but the most rudimentary of college-level 

teaching, I suggest that Geneseo take the bold step of doing away with the numerical ratings 
altogether. We could position ourselves in the forefront of a move to restore high academic standards 
within the context of a "culture of learning." In this cultural environment students would have to 
accept the tough requirements of professors free ten require true college level performance. In such a 
system the restoration of a collaborative relationship between students and their professors could 
include the use of advisory student comments provided for the sole purpose of improving a course. 
This should minimize the danger of the irresponsible, even pornographic or threatening SOFis that 
Geneseo students have turned in occasionally. It would also maximize the helpfulness of student input 
because it would be separated from the threats that the numerical ratings and adversarial written 
comments represent under the present system. Students would contribute formative input that would 
allow their professors to improve their courses, but they would not take part in the summative 
judgments that lead to personnel decisions. 

If Geneseo were to give up on numerical ratings and student comments as part of the 
personnel evaluation process, we would of course be obliged to find some alternative system that 
would identify the merits of professors up for renewal, tenure, and promotion. Assessment could 
include some form of candidate-generated list of students and alumnae from which to solicit letters. 
We already use the evaluations of peers, at least in some departments, and although researchers do not 
find this type of review particularly reliable, it is certainly a necessary step towards good personnel 
management that would be much enhanced if the college were to provide training. In particular, peers 
can provide unique skills in evaluating Arreola's categories of "Course Expertise" and "Instructional 
Design Skills," which many of the out-of-class contributions that professors make to their overall 
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teaching effectiveness and curriculum development. More reliable than peers, however, seem to be the 
"trained observers" often mentioned in the SET literature. Adding "faculty development specialists" 
or some sort of Center for Faculty Development and Evaluation would allow us to train a body of 
preferably paid professors as observers, making them available for personnel evaluation as an 
excellent supplement to peer evaluations. A Center could also provide separate support for faculty 
developments because as Arreola points out, "if some aspect of faculty performance is to be evaluated, 
then there should exist resources or opportunities which enable faculty to develop, that performance." 
Moreover, Arreola is very firm in stressing that, when used, student ratings should be generated in 
such a Center or at any rate by a process clearly separated from the administrators who will make the 
personnel decisions. This avoids the impression that the processor of SET data is "an arm of a 'big 
brother' administration." He urges that "specified formats for summarizing the detailed data should be 
developed .... !They] should reflect only aggregated data which provide a clear picture of the faculty 
member's pattern of performance over time. In no case should any particular term's detailed evaluative 
information concerning a faculty member be used for administrative decision making. The detailed 
data should provide the basis for self-improvement or faculty development only." (Centra, 1993, p. 9; 
Arreola, 1995, pp. 3, 63, 70-71) 

If Geneseo is unwilling to give up on the SOFI forms, I suggest that we combine the above 
approaches as a form of Centra's "triangulating" of evaluation with a highly modified SET approach. 
D'Apollonia and Abrams stress that no one form will measure all kinds of effective teaching. 
(d'Apollonia and Abrams, 1997, p. 1199) McKeachie argues that the variety of teaching approaches 
means that "we very likely need a variety of forms and items to accommodate such differences." At 
the University of Washington there are six forms available, "one for small lecture/discussion courses, 
one for large lecture courses, one for seminar courses, one for problem-solving courses, one for 
skills-oriented or practicum courses, and one for quiz sections." (McKeachie, 1997, p. 1223; Arreola, 
1995, p. 72) Yet there are shared teaching skills that a single form could cover. D'Apolloma and 
Abrams in particular find that "student ratings of instruction measure general instructional skill, which 
is a composite of three subskills: delivering instruction, facilitating interactions, and evaluating 
student learning." By contrast Arreola argues that studies have shown that "there is a low relationship 
between single general items and specific items and that the single general items had a much higher 
relationship to descriptive variables (gender, status, required-elective, etc) than did the specific items. 
These findings suggest that the use of single general items should be avoided, especially for tenure, 
promotion, or salary considerations." ( d 'Apollonia and Abrams, 1997, Arreola, 1995, p. 86) Dilts, et 
al. agree, arguing that "weighted averages of the items on the questionnaire are a ... logical method of 
determining the overall effectiveness of an instructor. .. Such a weighted average scheme of the 
multiple dimensions of teaching, rather than an overall sex appeal" question, is less likely to be 
confounded with biasing influences. Dilts et al, 1994, p. 55) 

I am particularly impressed with the "menu" type of SET. This could combine the nine 
creneral teachincr catecrories provided by Marsh's SEEQ form with a variety of questions grouped under o a a . 
the nine headings. Each professor would choose the questions in each category that most suited the 
particular course that students are evaluating. Such an approach would minimize the problems that our 
present form creates by emphasizing the passive lecture style. Moreover, some of the questions should 
stress the learning outcomes that students should expect from a course, educating both students and 
professors to think in these terms. The form should also ask students to evaluate out-of-class learning. 

(McKeachie, 1997, pp. 1220, 1223) 
For these new menued forms to contribute adequately to personnel judgments, we would 

need to train the members of Personnel Committees and administrators to use them wisely . In 
particular these evaluators ·need to move beyond cursory overviews of complex numerical data and 
overemphasis on negative results . Researchers stress that crude overall averages work best for 
personnel evaluation. MeKeachie argues: "If personnel committees sensibly use broad ca~egories 
rather than attempting to interpret decimal-point differences, either a single score or a we1ghted 
combination of factor scores will provide comparable results." He and d'Apollonia and Abrams agree 
that "only crude judgments of instructional effectiveness (exceptional, adequate, and unacceptable) 
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[be made on the basis of student ratings]"(d'Appollonia and Abrams, 1997, p. 1205; McKeachie, 
1997, pp. 1218-1219) And McKeachie condemns the problem of "attempting to compare teachers with 
one another by using numerical means or medians. Comparisons of ratings in different classes are 
dubious not only because of between-classes differences in the students but also because of 
differences in goals, teaching methods, content, and a myriad of other variables." Just measure: How 
many students rated the teacher as very good or excellent? How many students were dissatisfied?" to 
create the broad categories into which to assign each professor. Otherwise "the use of norms not only 
leads to comparisons that are invalid but also is to the motivation of the 50% of faculty members who 
find that they are below average." (McKeachie, 1997, p. 1222-1223) Arreola adds to this caution that 
"under no circumstances . .. should students' written comments be reported to administrators or 
student organizations, because those comments tend to be susceptible to widely discrepant subjective 
interpretations by the reader." (Arreola, p. 75) A good menued approach, carefully factored into 
personnel decisions without creating invidious comparisons that can demoralize professors, would 
make an acceptable supplement to the other evaluative measures that constitute a complete overview 
of each professor's teaching ability. 

I strongly recommend that Geneseo consider the overall approach to summative-personnel 
judgments laid out in .Arreola's Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System ( 1995). His 
treatment of SETs as part of a broad study of teaching effectiveness is very sensible. Moreover, I 
applaud his concept of an aggregate numerical rating to which the judgments of students, peers, and 
the Chair each contribute only once as a clearly specified percentage of the total. We already weight 
the three areas of teaching, research, and service. Adopting this approach would enormously clarify 
the whole evaluation process at Geneseo. 
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