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NOMINATIONS FOR RICHARD ROARK COMMENCEMENT AWARD 

The Selection Committee for the Richard Roark Commencement Award would appreciate 
receiving nominations for this award from faculty, staff, and students, for the 1982 
year. Nominees must be graduating senior students with distinguished records of scholar
ship and service to the College community whose undergraduate careers at Geneseo have 
reflected Richard's chcrised belief that, "Those who study HOW man lives and those who 
study how he OUGHT to live should NOT be separate categories of persons • • • because 
MORAL competence Is a skill necessary for ALL." 

Nominations, including a brief biographical sketch and evidence of merit deserving 
of the award, should be sent to Wendell Rhodes, Sturges 013, no later than May 1, 198~. 
Persons submitting nominations may be contacted by the Selection Committee for additional 
information. 

* * * * * 
FACULTY FUND RESEARCH AWARDS 

The Faculty Senate has a small grants fund, made possible by contributions from the 
faculty and staff, available for certain research efforts not generally covered by the 
usual college research funds (S&E, the Geneseo Foundation). Grants of up to $200 can be 
made available for deserving projects (not generally to include travel expenses) in 
curriculum development, use of research facilities (archives, copying documents), research 
materials (such as laboratory animals, etc.), and any other relevant costs not normally 
covered through standard college research funds. Submit requests for funds to the Faculty 
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Research Committee, in care of Dave Meisel, the current chair, Greene 208, XS284 no later 
than May 1, 1982 . Clearly specifiy the size of the grant requested, how it is to be used, 
the potential benefits to the project and the college. Grants will be made up to the 
ltmit of available funds each year for deserving projects, but there is no necessity to dis
tribute all the available funds in a particular year; any excess funds will simply continue I 
Jver to the next year, gaining :ntere:t in :he in:erim.* J 

RETIREMENT RECEPTION 

The Retirement Reception to honro those retiring 
from the College this year will be held on Sunday, 
May 2, 1982 from 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. in the Hunt 
Room of the College Union. 

* * 
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Present: P. Boger, F. Bright, T. Colahan, S. Edgar, J. Johnston, D. Meisel, R. Owens, 
A. Reid, W. Rhodes, L. Ruddy, J. Teahan, D. Thomas 

fhe meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 

The minutes of the last Executive Committee meeting were approved. 

W. Rhodes announced that those who are retiring from SUNY positions will be honored with a 
tea on May 2 in the Hunt Room from 2 to 4. He stated that results of Faculty elections wlll 
be printed in this issue of Faculty Senate. The Senate meeting at 4:00 will be primarily 
concerned with the Student Academic Dishonesty Policy and with the second reading of CIE's. 

T. Calahan reported that the Governor has vetoed all proposed changes to his budget proposal, 
and that the matter will be taken up by the State Legislature next Tuesday. 

UMC No report. 

GMC No report. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS No report. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS No report. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR No report. 

CENTRAL COUNCIL J. Teahan reported that he has agbin planned to have students 
react to the budget problem by writing their legislators and phoning them. He also 
indicated that student elections will be held soon. 

BUDGET F. Bright indicated that he was going to inform the Faculty Senate concern-
ing the nature of legislators' responses to letters on the budget. He indicated 
his impression that we should make the Legislature more aware of what we do and of 
our real needs. 

TREASURER No report. A. Reid has ordered a gift for Norm Bauer and needs money 
for gifts to retirees. 

NEW BUSINESS None. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:17 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dante Thomas, Secretary 
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W. Rhodes pointed to a change in the Agenda: on p. 271, "B.A. in Speech Communications 
(Statement on Interm>hip)" should read "(Statement in Internship Credit)." The Agenda 
was approved. 

The minutes of the last meeting were approved incorporating the corrections printed on p. 
261 of Faculty Senate. 

There was no President's Report. 

W. Rhodes read the results of the Faculty Senate elections which will appear in this issue 
of Faculty Senate. He announced a tea to honor retirees to be held in the Hunt Room on 
May 2 from 2 to 4 p.m. He also announced that nominations for the Richard Roark Commencement 
Award and requests for Faculty Research Awards should be submitted by May 1 . 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC All proposals on page 271 of Faculty Senate passed. 

GAAC All proposals on pages 271-272 of faculty Senate passed. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS No report. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS R. Owens pointed to pages 268-270 of Facult~ Senate incorporating 
the committee's draft on "Student Academic Dishonesty Policy and Procedures." T.n 
answer to a question on item lC, how does a faculty member determine the severity 
of the infraction?, R. Owens suggested that only the faculty member concerned can 
determine this. P. Alley suggested that some faculty could nto know of a student's 
cheating in other courses. R. Owemresponded that records on cheating would be kept 
on file in~e office of the Dean of Students. It was moved that the Policy be 
adopted for first reading. The motion carried. 

BUDGET F. Bright shared some of the responses he had received from legislators on 
faculty letters on the budget. Generally these were very favorable reactions to 
SUNY faculty concerns. He urged that faculty members continue to express these 
concerns to those who control the budget, that we keep those with political power 
aware of what is happening in the field of education and of our part in the education 
process. He indicated that legislators generally express themselves as wishing to 
be better informed than they have been on SUNY processes and activities. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR No report 

OLD BUSINESS J. McNally pointed to a change in the wording of the Recommendation, 
Second Reading on CTE's printed on page 272 of Faculty Senate. The wording ~hould 
be: "Moved that the Program of Course and Instructor Evaluation be continued for 
an additional three years (Spring 1982 through Fall Semester 1984). Further, that tl 
present CIE form be used for at least one more semester to provide the CIE Committee 
with adequate time to conduct further a study of the form's content, structure, and 
validity." J. McNally reported that the Committee has met and has heard suggestions 
from other faculty. He indicated that the committee will continue to work on CIE 
forms and is asking for suggestins toward validation of these forms. He moved 
adoption of the recommendation. At this tpoint B. Godsave read his statement on CIE 
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forms (sec appended statement) and moved "That the program for the evaluation 
of faculty by students be continued for an -dditional three years (Spring 1982 
through Fall Semester 1984) and that the instrument be called the "Student 
Opinion of Faculty Instruction." In answer to a suggestion that a change in 
name doesn't change anything, B. Godsave contended thst an opinion poll does 
not require agonizing over validation, that we title the instrument what it 
reflects, "student opinion of faculty instruction." T. Calahan pointed out 
that Godsave's motion was an amendment to McNally's original motion. R. Bailey 
requested a secret ballot; the request was granted. S. Rutherford spoke for the 
motion since he sensed a great deal of frustration in attempts to validate the 
instrument, and the new name more accurately describes the instrument. B. Godsave 
indicated that the change in name necessitates no changes in using or administering 
the instrument. L. Ruddy indicated that the change means that the instrument does 
not require validation in the same way that CIE's might, and that the CIE Committee 
could still work on defining teacher effectiveness. In response to student concern 
that the change might indicate a watering-down of the instrument, K. Crabbe and 
others suggested that it does not. Upon count of the secret ballots, Godsave's 
motion carried -- 48 Yes 27 No 2 Abstentions. In answer to B. Ristow's 
question on the substitute motion requiring a second reading, W. Rhodes replied 
that it did not. D. Watt was concerned with whether the change might in some way 
influence the CIE Committee's search for ways of bettering the instrument. B. 
Godsave responded that he hoped the Committee would continue with its deliberations. 
W. Rhodes explained that the voting was on the new motion (Godsave's) and that if 
this motion was passed then the original motion (McNally's) was defeated. D. Meisel 
called for a second reading, suggesting a decision by the Parliamentarian. V. Kemp 
indicated that the matter concerned no substantive change, only substitute wording. 
The question was called, seconded, passed. 

NEW BUSINESS None 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dante Thomas, Secretary 
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B. Godsave 

It was stated at the last meeting that the purpose of the CIE was to mearure course/ 
i,structor effectiveness. 

This objective is fine and the overwhelming majority of the senators present indeed 
support this concept, myself included. The problem that many of us have right now is that 
the present instrument, in its present form, and using the present procedure, does not do 
this. 

I 
By using one instrument to measure both course effectiveness and instructor effcctivenes~ 

you are measuring the interaction of the two. There should be two different instruments or ' 
one instrument with two distinct parts. 

Form H used in making personnel decisions gives teaching effectiveness SO:.t of the weight l 
for matters of contract renewal, promotion and tenure decisions. Since many faculty submit 
the CIE results as a measure of direct instructional contributions, the instrument should be 
changed in such a way as to reflect one's instructional effectiveness only. Many faculty 
do not submit much more than the CIE results, although awards, peer review, supervisior 
reports and outside evaluations are mentioned for this category. We were told that the CIE 
data on a faculty is not used in personnel decisions. This may be t:u1, but I know of at 
least one counter example. 

Assuming we have no problem with the objective and the use of the CIE, we still have 
one fundamental problem. The Senate nor a Committee has yet to define teaching effectiveness. 
One could say that teaching effectiveness is that which is measured by the CIE, but the CIE 
was developed to measure teaching effectiveness. Do we really want to use circular reason
ing in defence of the instrument. That's not a good example to set for the learners at the 
college. What is teaching effectiveness? Is it increasing one's knowledge? Is it making 
students aware of the structure of a discipline? I~ it enabling the student to perform 
in a professional area with some degree of competence? Is it the generation of an indepen
dent initiative to continue learning once the structure of college is lifted? Each of 
these definitions, which are appropriate to the instructor's work, would need an instrument 
different from the one presently used. Perhaps part of our problem ts that teaching effec
tiveness means something different to each of us. 

I 
We can't measure what we have not defined. You can 1 t measure height, weight, aggression1 

impulsivity, learning or retardation until you come up with some definiti6n first. We have I 
yet to define teaching effectiveness here at Geneseo. 

Measurement and evaluation people should realize the problem of measuring that which has 
no operational definition. They should also be aware that the scale used in the present 
instrument is at best ordinal. Researchers and statisticians know that you can not use the 
mean with ordinal data. The best representation of central tendency is the mode or in some 
cases the median or percentages. 

In general practice, we should encourage anyone who rates an individual or a course 
as a 1 or 2 to prove a rationale. This is a standard procedure in Affirmative Action, 
grading procedures, and performance contract review. A rating of 1 or 2 is not aribtrary, 
and if this process is to have any positive effect on teaching, the instructor needs 
specific feedback. 

Finally to the question of validity. Validity comes in at lcaHt four formH: content, 
construct, concurrent criterian and predictive. Content validity iH the degree to whlch 
an instrument measures an intended content area. In this case teaching effectivenesH, 
which is yet to be defined. Content validity is often substantiated by agreement by 
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prof·!ssionals in the area of consideration. If one considers Faculty Senate as that 
bod:' of experts then I believe Dr. McNally's had out substantiates the problems of 
una~limity of agreement a.mongst the experts. Discussions of the CIE are a regular part 
of senate business and they tend to be much more time consuming than those which effect 
curriculum. 

Construct validity is the degree to which an instrument measures an intended 
cheoretical construct. We know there are differences in teacher ra.tings but we do not 
know if rating differences reflect differences in effectiveness - since we have not defined 
the construct of teacher effectiveness in any objective way making it amenable 'to 
measurement'. 

Concurrent validity is the degree to which the scores on an instrument are related to 
scores on another established instrument which has already been validated on the construct 
being measured. We have heard several suggestions to establish concurrent validity: 
pre- post test on a course to verify increase in knowledge, correlate our instrument with 
one that is already valid, correlate peer r~view with the CIE. 

Predictive validity is the degree to which an instrument can predict how well an in
dividual will do in a fure situation . Perhaps this can be claimed for the CIE considering 
the consistency of a faculty's scores over tim~. Yet this also speaks against the implied 
use of the CIE. If the CIE were effective, there should be an improvement in some scores 
over the years. 

The university is not the plac~ to encourage inappropriate research and measurement 
techniques. We do an injustice to ourselves and our students when we knowingly do so. 
We expect our students to be critical of such practiceg. What poor examples we set. 

Therefore, to avoid the whole calidity question and to make it clear to all persons 
involved in the assessment of teacher effectiveness that the present CIE is one component 
of the construct, and to encourage Departments presently relying on the CIE as the measure 
of teacher effectiveness to broaden their data bas~, I propose the following amendment: 

Substitute "of Course and lnstrucotr Evaluation" with 

•.• for the evaluation of faculty by students ••• 

add to the end of the first sentence, "and that the instrument be called 

the Student Opinion of Faculty Instruction.'' And delete the second sentence . 

The amended motion would read: 

That the program for the evaluation of faculty by students be continued fur an additiona 
three years (Spring 1982 through Fall Semester 1984) and that the instrument be called the 
Student Opinion of Faculty Instruction. 


