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1he Wine And Cheese Hour after the February Faculty Meeting will be 
hosted by the History and Political Science Departments and will be 
in honor of Or. George Heltai, Professor of History and Chairman of 
that Department. Professor Heltai will be stepping down from the 
chairmanship at the end of the year. 

In the last issue of Newspeak, I mentioned that I had asked each of 
the former Speakers to suanit a letter on their views of the College. 
Professor Silverman's letter was received in time for publication in 
the December issue. Hence it was published at that time. Professor 
Palmer indicated to me that he had already undertaken a similar exercise 
in an earlier issue of Newspeak. Professor Clark has stated that his 
letter ~ill be ready for the February issue. 

Report to the Faculty: 1he Consortiun and Grade Transfers 

last fall I was asked by the Faculty to investigate the Consortiun 

Policy concerning the transfer of grades as well as credits to the College 

for courses taken at other Consortiuil institutions (Baptist College, the 

Citadel, MUSC and Trident Technical College.) 1he Consortium Director, Dr. 

John Bevan provided me with a copy of the minutes of all Consortiun meetings. 

From this has come the following report. 

'Ihe initial policy concerning cross registration was worked out at a 

meeting between deans and registrars on November 16, 1978. 1he policy state

ment concerning cross registration was approved by the Academic Affairs Conmittee 

on November 16, 1978 and was approved by the Execu Live Conmi t tee on November 

20, 1978. 1he initial brochure was then drawn up and approved. The brochuce 

was reviewed and approved again in June, 1982. 

The policy statement approved at these two meetings in November, 1978 

did not explicitly state that grades would transfer. lt did state that "following 

the completion of each semester (on quarter), the registrar of the host 

institution will forward a transcript of each student's grades to the registrar 

of the s'tudent's home institution." When the brochure was written the follow-

ing statement appeared: "Any course taken within the Cons'ortiun, whether or 

not the student is full-time or part-time and whether or not the courses 

taken are 'tuition-free', will be handled by the home institution as an in

residence course rather than (sic) as a transfer course. In the case of 

courses applicable to the student's degree program, this policy means that 

the course grade as well as the course credits will be entered and computed 

on the student ' s record • '' 

According to Dr. Bevan, it was understood that the grades would transfer 

::;im:.c it was !.>CC11 a:.. ,,n i.nhou::;e Lrans.ic.:.tion even Lhough Lhal worcli,1g did 110L 





II. Ch&.ge Policies 

1. Cost of courses or sections established by one institution 5pecifically 
for students of anothe~ institution will be borne by the ~tudcnt's home 
institution.· 

2. Charges for taking a course that is offerered on a cost-recovery basis 
(c · £., Continuing F.duc.:ition a.~d evening college prograns) shall be billed 
to and paid by the individual student. 

3. All t,tht:r coun:cs will _be offered frc(!-of-cr.ar~c to the student, who 
will be billed only for special fees (e.g., lab fees). 

III. ~?ditional Proc~dures 

* 

1. A statc~cnt of Consortium interchange and intcrchargc policies arid 
procedures •.dll be published in each institution's c.italogue and/or 
student infor~ation h.indbook. 

2. Cour!.iC! lists, instructors ancl E:clicclulcs fro:n ;111 of the Con!:ortium 
institutions will be sent to each registrar and academic dean. The 
registrars, in turn, will prominently post this information so that it is 
n~ailable to Gtudcnts and .idvisors. 

3. Follo·.dng the rcei!itration period, the regi!;trar of the host in!ititution 
will !":c·nC: \.'dtt·c·n not:ific:1tion of ntuch:nt C'ro~s-rc·r~i!,trations to the hur!:nrs 
of l>oth the l1ost .111d home in!;titution!;> to the reiit;trar of the horne institu
tion, and to any other dcsienatcd indivi<lual of the hor.ie institution· E~ ~g., the 
acadc~ic den~). · ____ .;. ---·- ·- ---- - ----·----- - ·--------· ·····-····-··· ···- - · --------------------
4. Follo.~ing the completion of each semester (or quarter). the registrar 
of the host in!ititution will forward a transcript of each stu<;Ient's grades 
to the registrar of the· student's home institution. ---------~-----····-- - -------- - · · - ···--·-··- ·- · .. ---· ·-··------ ------

IV. Evaluation Procedures 

> • 
~ 

1. Follo~-:-up data on thE' numbers and origins of student interchanges will 
be eathered from each registrar at the end . of each semester (or quarter) 
of the 1976-1979 acade~ic year in order to determine the equitableness of 
the "no-criarge" policy. 

2. Af te:r the: close of e.:ich semester (or quarter) of the 1978-79 ye.ir:, 
evaluation forms will be sent to eacl1 interchange student and to each 
instructor in order to determine the effectiveness of the established policies 
Dnd pr-oct::c1ures. 
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··Under the cross-registration charge policy, 
any cross-registered students who are paying 
full-time tuition at their home institution will not 
have to pay extra tuition for courses taken at 
another Consortium institution. This ·tuition
free· policy does not cover courses offered on 
an interinstitutional basis or on a cost-recovery 
basis (e.g., continuing education courses, 
summer session courses, and some evening 
college programs). Also, students must pay any 
special fees (e.g., lab fees) for any courses in 
which they are cross-registered. 

·-Except for contract courses--i.e., courses 
that one institution contracts to have offered for 
its students by another institution--the host 
institution will directly bill cross-registered 
students for any tuition or fees that they owe. 

··Any courses taken within the Consortium, 
whether or not the student is full-time or part· 
time and whether or not the courses are taken 
·tuition-free·, will be handled by the home 
institution as an in-residence course rather then 
as a transfer course. In the case of courses 
applicable to the student's degree program, this 
policy means that the course grade as well as the 
course credits will be entered and computed on 
the student's record. 

--Students wishing to cross-register must obtain 
the permission of both their home institution's 
academic dean and the host institution's 
academic dean. Students must also obtain the 
approval of the course instructor if this is a 
normal requirement for acceptance into the 
course. 

··Students · may cross•register on a space
available basis at the end of the host institution's 

pre-registration period (or at the end of 
registration, if there is no pre-registration) 
provided they have obtained the approval of 
both the home institution's dean and the host 
institution's dean. 

--Cross registered students must abide by the 
policies, procedures, and schedules of the host 
institution regarding student conduct, 
absences, exam dates, grades, course 
withdrawal procedures and deadlines, and all 
other pertinent matters. (Students must make 
sure to familiarize themselves with the host insti
tution's deadlines and procedures because they 
differ widely from one institution to another.) 

What are the procedures 
for cross-registration? 
Except for students registering for contract 
courses, all students who wish to cross·register 
should Ut»e the Consortium Cross Registration 
Form. This form, which requests the personal 
data and course-registration information 
required to cross-register, must be signed by 
both the home institution's dean and the host 
institution's dean. The form is available at each 
institution's registrar's and dean's offices (note: 
at The Citadel through the deans' offices only). 

Information about calendars, course offerings 
and registration schedules for all of the 
Consortium institutions is available through the 
registrars' offices. 
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Ht-:l'Olff ON OTIIER CONSORT I IIM ACTIVITY 

The> Ac: 111,·mic Affain; r.11111111it t· •· P. :rn,l 1"111~ J~x1•1·11t ivl' r.11111111il l,•p 11f IIH' «:h:1.-l1 •:do11 
lli1•lwr E,l11c:11 ion C1111:;111·1 l11111 will he r l..' vl,·wlng g11id1•l i111•:; for 1.011:;111"1 i11111 1~r :1d11:ilc 

pr~grnms which have been proposed by the Graduate Dean's Committee. These guided incs 
are outlined below for your review. The role of the executive director of the 
Consortium in relation to the institution granting the degree is the issue which 
has heen most widely discussed. This ini;ue goes beyond the oqyrni;,.ation of 
graduate programs. The authority and responsibility of the Consortium in relation 
to member institutions of the Charleston Higher Eclucat ion Consortium is an 
important consideration in every Consortium project. It is time to clarify these 
r0.sponsibilitics and ,lcv~lop clear g11idcl incs for nll comrniltc,!S and proje>cts. 

I will ht' ghul Lo t·on:,ol i,l:11"t• :111«1 co1111111111il":1 l. e lo th<' rr,·:d,!1•111 :11111 P1·ov11st :ill 
suggestions ;Jntl ,:.,ncL·L·ns rclate<l lo Lhc :.;c gui,ll'l irrl's :111tl ut.l1L·r Consortium i:;:-t1es. 

Proposed Guidelines for Consortium Graduate Programs 

In the 
guidelines 
operation. 
by-laws and 

Jevet .opmcnt of CIIEC gra<lu:1tc programs, the following 
shall provide a struct11re for program governance and 

With such a framework each program may evolve further 
operational procedures. 

A. Program operation 

1. The lead institution is responsible for the operation 
of the program. 

2. A. lead institution will be designated for all Consortium 
programs. 

3. Each graduate program will have a designated program 
director. 

4. The program director will report to the lead institution. 

S. The program director will be appointed by the Executive 
Committee upon recommendation of the lead institution after 
consultation with the approved faculty, the cooperating 
institution(s) and the Executive Director. 

B. Policies and procedures 

1. Each Consortium program will have its own approved faculty 
using guidelines proposed by the cooperating institutions 
and approved by the Gr~duate Deans Committee. 

2. The approved faculty, .under the leadership of the pro
gram director, will be responsible £or program operation, 
evaluation and proposals for modification. They also shall 
be the initiating bo<ly for policy and program development. 
~ommittccs, as nccdeJ, will be established by the program 
faculty. 

3. Recommendations fr ·om the program faculty for .riot icy or 
program development will be reviewed by the Graduate Deans 
Committee and then referred to the Academic Affairs Committee. 
Policies will be implemented only after a positive .vote of 
the Executive Committee. · · 

4. All policies adopted must be compatible with esiablished 
institutional policies and practices. 

C. Problem areas needing clarification 

1. The role of the Executive Director as the communications 
link among the several committees. 



2. The availability of Consortium staff to do in-dept~ 
analyses and studies for the several committees as well as 
serving as resource personnel. 

3. The manner in which cooperating institutions share costs 
and credits for programs. 

4. The strategy to be used to provide a reasonable degree 
of fiscal stability to programs. 

5. The strategy to be used to nssure adequate :ind appropriate 
faculty assil!nmcnts in a manner which pcnnits ;11lt·1l'1atc 
planning by all parties. 

Consortium Craduatc Programs 
Operational Structure 

Executive Committee 

-- -------·-_____ T__, 
LJ.--1=-v_c_c_u_t_i--------,1 

Lead Institution 
Ad nd n i s t r a t i on 

; 

I Program Director I 

I Program Faculty 

raculty Committees I 



Student Evaluation's: Comparative Data Fall, 1983 

During Fall Semester, 1983 13,138 student opinion guestions were filled 
out by students. 'Ihe mean response for all college courses on statements is 
as follows. S=outstanding; 4=well a't:x:,ve average; 3=canpetent; 2=only fair; 
!=ranks below. 

1. 'Ihe Instructor interprets difficult or abstract ideas clearly. 3.58 

2. '!he Instructor makes good use of examples and illustrations to explain course. 
3.81 

3. 'Ihe Instructor includes in class informative material not duplicated in text. 
3.69 

4. 'Ihe Ins true tor presented course content so its ·celevance to me was clear. 
3.63 

5. The Instructor presented course content in an organized manner. 3.73 

6. The instnictor displayed genuine interest in presenting the material. 4.09 

7. Student felt free to express ideas, disagree and ask questions. 3.78 
::;. 'lhc.: lnslr.uctor. inc.re:isc..-<l 1i1y i11L<'r<•1,L in th<· 1;11l>j<·cl. -~ • .-,,, 

9. 'Ihe Instructor has given me new viewpoints or appreciations. 3.55 

10. Student judgment of Instructor's overall teaching. 3.80 

'lhe student's judgment of the lnstcuctor's ovec.sll teaching tends to I~ the 
item l'ilOSt faculty members and administrators examine most closely. 

What follows is a breakdown by Department of the responses to that question. 
I would like to caution the reader that: (1) It is not necessarily a valid mcasure-

1111.2nt of quality of instruction and (2) Variations hy department can be affected by a 
variety of variables (required or elective coucse, number of students in cl.asses, etc..). 
Since this data is in the Academic Affairs Office, I feel the faculty should also be 

~ aware of it. 

Department Instructor's Teaching No. of Students 

Anthropology 4.15 211 
Art 3.99 381 
Business Administration 3.61 1,269 
Biology 3.93 745 
13.P.E. 4.01 347 
<.:hemistry 3.74 395 
Classics 4.00 4 
O:xnputer Science 3.12 443 
Drama 4.54 60 
F.conomics 3.45 329 
Fducation 3.84 774 
English 3.78 1,263 
French 4.11 646 

Geology 4 .OJ 147 
German 3.84 109 
Gceek 4.40 15 
Health 4.23 208 
History 3.79 918 
llonors 4.08 84 
Italian 3.67 21 
Latin 3.84 61 
Library 4.18 50 
Math 3.72 1,395 
Music 3.89 451 
PED 3.83 39 
Philosophy 3.71 460 
Physics 4.00 197 
Political Science 3.89 457 
Psychology 3.75 841 
Russian 4.25 8 
Sociology 3.85 239 
Spanish 3.78 539 
Urban Studies 3.58 81 

Ln re[L'L"Cnc.e to grndc expected, the students resronded c1s follows: 

A 2,997 
B '..;,on 
C 3,305 
D 390 
F 42 

Responding 



COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON 

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

TOTAL ENROLLMENT 
Head Count 
Full Time Equivalent (based on 15 credit hours for 

undergraduate and 12 credit hours for graduate 
students) ------~~---------------------

Percent Increase/(Decreaae) in Head Count-------
Percent lncrease/(Decreaae) in FTE ------------

ENROLLMENT BY TYPE OF STUDENT 
Degree Candidates --------------------------
Nursing---------------------------------------
Allied Health------------------------
Evening -----------------------------
Co-unity Service------------------
Graduate ----------------------

ENROLLMENT BY c~ss 
Freshmen-------------------------------------
Sophomores -----------------------------------
Juniors---------------------------------------

Seniors --------------------------------------
Graduate----------------------------------

Others ------------------------------------

liNl<OI.I.MJ-:NT l!Y Sl·:X 

Male : Part Time ----------------------
Full Time--------------------------

TOTAL --------------------------------

Female: Part Time------------------------------
Full Time---------------------------

TOTAL ------------------------------
Female 35 a Percent of Total Head Count--------
:1.1le 35 a Percent of Total Head Count -----------

STUDENT CHARACTER (S1'1CS 

Full Time: White -----------------------------
111:i~k ------------------------------

1':i r l Ti me: 1.11 i l <' ------------------------------- -
111 ark ------------------------------

State Residents --------------------------------
Out-of-State or ~onresidcnts --------------------
St.1tc lll•s!Jcnls .1s a l'crn•nt of !lead Count --------

FALL 
.!2!L 
5,323 

4,414 
-1. 3% 
-1.2% 

4,184 
119 

0 
635 
153 
232 

1,456 
l, 392 

656 
680 
232 
907 

487 
1,455 
1,942 

949 
2,432 
3,381 
63.5% 
36.5% 

3,500 
2(,0 

1, ·111 

911 
4,731 

592 
118.9::t 

FALL 
~ 

5,394 

4,467 
+5.0% 
+5.5% 

4,261 
92 

0 
640 
160 
241 

1,661 
1,277 

690 
633 
241 
892 

541 
hill. 
2,060 

954 
2,380 
3,334 
61.8% 
38.2% 

3,632 
26 7 

I, 1110 
l I 5 

4,828 
566 

89.5% 

AVERAGE SAT SCORES OF ENTERING FRESHMEN CLASS 

FALL 1983 

970 

FALL 1982 

967 

FALL 1981 

954 

FALL 1980 

958 

FALL 
1981 

5,136 

4,233 
-1.7% 
+o.5% 

4,073 
10 I 

l 
604 
152 
205 

1,571 
l, 172 

636 
694 
205 
858 

459 
1,450 
1,989 

969 
2,258 
3,227 
63% 
37% 

3,476 
2 "J2 

I, 1111 
110 

4,705 
431 

9:?Z 

FALL 
1980 

5,227 

4,214 
+3.9% 
+3.9% 

4,005 
89 

2 
633 
138 
360 

1,444 
l, 156 

667 
738 
360 
862 

524 
1,508 
2,032 

1,043 
hill 
3,195 
61% 
39% 

),466 
1 'lt, 

I, 1,1'1 
138 

4,933 
294 

94% 

FALL 1979 

963 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SAT SCORES OF ENTERING FRESHMEN CLASS 

FALL 1983 FALL 1982 FALL 1981 FALL 1980 
V M V M V M V M 

200-399 13% 9% 14% 9% 17% 10% I 7% 10% 

400-599 72% 72% 72% 75% 70% 75% 71% 74% 

600-800 6% 10% 7% 9% 6% 8% 6% 10% 

UNKNOWN 9% 9% 7% 7% 7% 7% 6% 6% 

FALL 
1979 

5033 

4,055 
-2.5% 
-2.4% 

3,844 
169 

20 
sa1 

97 
322 

1,415 
I, l 21 

675 
633 
322 
867 

4 71 
h!..ll 
1,896 

1,012 
hill. 
3, 137 
62% 
38% 

),)76 
I 7t, 

I , 17 / 
106 

4,779 
254 

95:l: 

tXltl lllT l; 

_.t 1.5;: 
- "- l.S~ 
--. ---\ 
+ (J... .. , 
~ "'""'ii . '1.-. - .-.Ii.A.; 

;_ '<. f.fi 
~.. 1.0:: 

+13~0-a

·"'--t, I~ 

A"'tq ,.,., ,._ 

" ' ·~) 
I '~ 

:. 

FALL 1979 
V M 

17. Si. 13% 

74% 77 .5% 

8% 8.5% 

.5% .5% 

RANK IN CLASS OF ENTERING FRESHMEN CLASS - % IN UPPER HALF OF HIGH SCHOOL CLASS 

FALL 1983 

83% 

FALL 1982 

78% 

FALL 1981 

79% 

FALL 1980 

80% 

FALL 1979 

84% 

COLLEGE OF CHARLES'l'ON NUMERIC GOALS OF S. C. DESEGREGATION PLAN 

NUMBER OF ENTERING BLACK FRESHMEN 

FALL FALL FALL FALL FALL 
1985 1984 1983 1982 1981 

149 129 106 82 62 
(54 actually (61 actually (65 actually 

enrolled) enrolled) enrolled) 
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SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL AID AWARDS 

1982-83 ACADEMIC Y.EAR 

AVERAGE 
AWARD 

t.. NAME OF PROGRAM 
NUMBER OF 
STUDENTS 

TOTAL OF 
AWARDS PER STUDENT 

.'" 

Pell Grants 

Supplemental Grants 

856 $838,433 

National Direct Student Loan 

76 

196 

261 

550 
471 
260 

34,547 

143,050 

190,041 

531,232 
693,288 
158,790 

$979 

454 

729 

728 

965 

I. 
t .~ -I 

'. College Work-Study 
• .,, .... 

L~~,. ~nstitutional (non-work study) Work Program 
~ Guaranteed Student Loan 

... t\Cademic Scholarships 
1,472 

610 
~ t. 

Athletic Scholarships 61 75,000 1230 

Outside (non-Institutional Funds) 
Scholarships and Awards 

Baruch (short-term) Lonns 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Tuition Plan 

Dear Bill: 

135 

RS 

2 

35 

LEITERS 

109,360 

8,983 

6,650 

105,000 

810 

105 

3325 

3000 

I am pleased to respond to your request to send to Newspeak the 
information on the Counseling Center which I gave at the Department 
Chairmen's meeting in October, and I appreciate the opportunity to 
write about what the Counseling Center does on our campus. What we 
do, I realize, is rather clear to the faculty members who regularly 
refer students to us, but may or may not be clear to others. 

Before their first appointment with us, students fill out a 
form asking them to briefly state the nature of their concern. 
Some examples of these concerns, I believe, will be both enlighten
ing and frightening to you: "My parents are getting a divorce and 
my mother wants me to talk with her lawyer. I don't know if to tell 
him about my stepfather molesting me at an early age"; "Low self
concept - also dealing with guilt over a recent abortion"; "Afraid 
of having close relationships with the opposite sex"; "Bulimic"; 
"Was raped recently and am dealing with the emotional issues of the 
trial"; "Suicide attempt and feelings of hopelesness"; "Recently 
found out that I have cancer"; "My ex-boyfriend - I know it is an 
cvcrd.iy ::;itu.itiun ,rnd everyone h.is this pruLlcm - !Jul I ju:;L <.:<111

1 L 
cope because I am so alone and I don't want to cope without him. 
I have two exams tomorrow and can't even look at a book"; "I am 
unable to cope with my housing situation since I am gay · and my 
roomates cannot accept me"; "Anorexia Nervosa"; "My parents have 
split up and I am worried about my mother. She's by herself now. 
I feel guilty about leaving home"; "Dealing with the death of a 
boyfriend"; "Alcoholic"; "Before graduating and settling into a 
life of my own, I want to discuss drinking problems within my 
family and their effect on me. I want the freedom to rejoice 
knowing that I have forgiven my parents completely. Because the 
problem exists at home - I am affected at school"; "My brother was 
shot and killed recently, and I need to deal with the pressure to 
make a 4.0 and balance my efforts in that direction with my need 
to work 25 hrs/week and keep my friendships going". These are 
only a few examples. We have hundreds of these statements on file, 
and similar concerns are repeated over and over. 



During the year 1982-83, 987 different students had . 2,713 
appointments for individual counseling. The 987 students 
represent 26\ of the full time students enrolled for that year. 
According to the Data Bank on Counseling Centers compiled by 
Dr. Thomas Magoon, 5-7\ of students nationwide use college and 
university counseling centers. The 26\ of students using our 
Center last year was down from the previous years, due to a re
duction of one counselor. There is often a waiting list for 
students wanting to see a counselor with a one to two week 
waiting period. Of course, in a crisis situation arrangements 
are made to see the student immediately. 

We have an excellent system of referral with MUSC's Department 
of Psychiatry for clients of our Center needing in-patient or out
patient care. Students are usually seen at MUSC within twenty-four 
hours (or sooner if needed) after a referral. If we have clients 
who we think might be helped by medication, we refer them to MUSC 
for a consultation. If medication is indicated, the doctor will 
prescribe and regulate the drug, and send the client back to us to 
continue the counseling. Students are sometimes hospitalized for 
such problems as anorexia and manic-depressive episodes. This 
referral service is provided at no cost to the College and little 
or no cost to the student, unless hospitalization is required. 

We do not want to give you the impression that we are able to 
help everyone who comes to us. We are able to help a good many 
students and we are thankful for those, but there are others with 
whom we fail. We are careful to assess our failures and learn 
from them, and are committed as a staff to be continually learning 
new skills and improving nlrenc'ly i1cquirec'I sk .illf:. M.ikc l<nll;ir h ;1<l 
extensive training in Neuro-Linguistic Programming this past year. 
Mary Capers received clinical and professional training in Trans
actional Analysis during monthly seminars with a local psychologist. 
And I attended an Eating Disorders Workshop in Cambridge, Massachusetts 
and spent some time with the Harvard Medical School staff at the 
Massachusetts General Hospital Eating Disorders Clinic. 

We appreciate the referrals we got from over fifty faculty 
members during 1982-83, and hope others who have students we may 
help in some way will stop by or give us a call. 

Sincerely, 

Ellenor Mahon 

Dear Bill, 

I was glad to read Hugh Haynsworth's letter in the December Newspeak, 
and I wanted to share the following update on accreditation with the faculty. 
I have just returned from the annual meeting of the Southern Association, nnd 
several things happened there that will affect us as we begin our self-study· 
leading toward reaccreditation. 

The Southern Association currently has eleven standards which must be met 
for a college or university to be accredited. These refer to institutional 
purpose, organization and administration, educational programs, financial re
sources, activities, graduate programs, and research. Many people believe 
that these standards snould be replaced by new criteria which will include the 
current stnndnrds, hut which wi 11 h~ mnn• prP<' Is<' and d1•m;111d I 111•.. M;my of rh1 · 
curn.•nt standards are worded in 'should' language; the proposed new criteria 
are often worded in 'must' language. Although the College would meet the 'must' 
(in such issues as numbers of Ph.D.s and other characteristics which can be 
counted), a number of smaller institutions and community colleges feel that 
they would not. 

One of the new criteria called for each institution to have goals (as we 
do) which would be stated in terms of measurable outcomes (which ours do not). 
It is a difficult and time-consuming process for an institution to undertake 
the development of such goals although many people believe it is a process 
which we should mandate for ourselves before the state legislatures in the 
region do it for us. One of the myths which the Association had to counter
act was the fear that measurable outcomes could only be expressed in quantita
tive terms; that is not true. However, the thought of measurable outcomes 
was unpopular enough for the Assocation to remove the criteria before the 
annual meeting in the hopes that without it, the other new criteria would pass. 



What finally happened was the passing of a motion from the floor which 
endoresed in substance all the new criteria (including criteria for assessing 
effectiveness, a more palatable way to view outcomes assessment and, indeed, 
a broadening of the concept). However, these criteria will not be voted on for 
at least a year so that the criteria can be rewritten and improved. Therefore, 
those of us beginning self-study in 1984 will do so under the original eleven 
standards. 

Finally, I would like to clarify one comment in Hugh's letter. For several 
years, institutions which have done a traditional self-study using the eleven 
standards (as we did in 1974), may opt to do a 'non-traditional' self-study. 
This may focus on one of the standards, a special problem at the institution, 
or a new opportunity. For instance, when Emory University received all those 
millions from Coca Cola, it did a non-traditional self-study to determine how 
to spend the money! The option of a focused self-study is still ours to select 
should we believe it to be in our interest. 

Prof. Frank Petrusak 
President, College of Charleston AAUP 
Political Science Department 
College of Charleston 

Dear Frank: 

Sincerely, 

I\ . . 

Alice Jacobson 

Many thanks for ~our letter containing thoughts nbout the faculty evaluation 
process in general and the form which will be used this year, in particular. 
I would like to follow your format as I reply. 

First, you state that a 'rigorous, systematic, detailed evaluation 
of faculty each year' might be misused by a 'future, malevolent administration 
to severely curtail the academic freedom of faculty'. It is difficult to 
argue with you on this point. I suppose that theoretically any evaluation 
system could be designed with a purpose to trap people, to punish them for 
some real or imagined wrong. In a sense, you could say 'never ride in an 
automobile; cars can kill you'. As you know, this administration favors 
faculty inp11t as decisions about evaluation are made on all levels: annual. 
third-year, tenure, and promotion. The President has created task forces 
to suggest stated criteria and standards and a published process for evaluations. 
Some might view the report of these groups as too detailed, even a threat 
to academic freedom. I assure you that the members of the task forces worked 
through the detail to protect faculty from a capricious system which might 
be unevenly applied. One important feature of the task forces work has been 
LO provide faculty members every opportunity to comment on their proposal, 
to suggest improvements and modifications. When the final report is 
written, I am sure that many of these suggestions will be incorporated. I 
suppose, finally, that 'a future, rualevol~nt administration' iR n possibility; 
fortunately, wide participation from the community is incorporated into all 
major searches. 

Second, you ask 'why do we evaluate'? It is true that the State mandates 
the annual evaluation of all employees, but I agree that that is not reason 
enough. Simply stated, we evaluate for both formative and summative 
?Urposes. All faculty, tenured as well as probationary, :;;hould benefit 
fr.om a discussion with the department chair about wnys in 'which the chair 
believes the f:1culty member coul<l improve. Untcnurcd faculty and t:lhJSt:! 

faculty who have not been promoted to the rank of Professor can benefit from 
guideposts along the way which will keep their next collc~c-widc evnlu~tion 
in view and monitor their progress toward that goal. In the case of su;;imative 
evaluation on an annual basis, those who are doing exceptionally well 
should be so recognized, those doing an adequate job so informed, and those 
who are not performing well should clearly be tol<l. I believe in a sy:;;tcm 
which hooks summative annual evaluation into a merit increase. As you know, 
we are attem;;,ting to improve that system all the time; would that we had 
more resources to make it more attractive an<l he able to award larger meri t 
increases. I hope that the College of Charleston Foundation will one day 
soon b~ in the position to raise significant monies for this purpose. 



Third, you question the current appeals process which was used last 
year. I do not believe, as you do, that the purpose of the appeal was 
to negotiate a settlement. Rather, it was for the faculty member to 
bring to the attention of the Provost any area(s) which that faculty 
member · did not find were fair representation of his or her year's work 
and which she or he had not been able to convince the chair to change. 
Sometimes, such as in the one appeal which you observed, an agreement was 
reached and certain changes were made, others not. On some occasions 
no agreement was reached. In our system, it is the responsibility of the 
chair to evaluate to the best of his or her ability. The faculty member 
might be able to show the chair that parts of the evaluation were incorrect. 
(In several cases this past year, this happened because the faculty member 
had failed to provide the information in his or her packet but held the 
chair responsible for knowing it anyhow.) In no case does the Provost 
force the chair to change an evaluation although in several cases changes 
were made after the discussion during the appeal. Of the ten or so appeals 
held last year, I believe that all but three resulted in better communication 
between faculty member and chair,and all but one resulted in some change. 

Next you turn to the draft of the 1983 Evaluation Form and make 
some suggestions, many of which I incorporated in the final draft of 
the form. I have attached a copy of the form for this year and a. cover 
memo to each faculty member; if the duplication works according to schedule, 
each faculty member should have a copy of this by Monday. 

Pagel 
l. I have accepted your suggestion that the chair should explain how 

the summary rating is obtained; I used the Process Task Forces suggestion 
for the future. 

2. I totally agree that seven points make an unweildy scale; I'd 
opt for three or, perhaps, four. I have tried, where possible, not to 
make drastic changes from the system already in place. (I have learned 
that this form has not been universally used throught the College; some 
say it should have been, others that it was never designed to be mandatory.) 
I hope that the form to be designed for the future which will reflect the 
Criteria and Standards proposed for annual evaluation will improve this 
as well ns many other shortcomings of the current form. It will he 
designed with much faculty input and, because we could not get the degree 
of faculty participation we wanted this year, it seemed h'etter to go 
ahead wi.th a revision of the old form th:in to impose a totally new ont!. 

3. The memo to the faculty (cover letter) makes suggestions on how 
the comments section might be used; thanks for suggesting this. 

Page 2 
l. "Support materials" are the handouts most faculty give at the 

same time they distribute syllabi; they often contain supplemental information 
about the course, the faculty member's office hours, and so on. 

2. You ask how n chair is to decide if a reading list is out of elate. 
1 will grant you that a chair ls often less of an expert on any particular 
advanced class than the faculty member teaching it. Most faculty members 
teach few courses, however, where this is true. Therefore, once the 
clwir has reviewed the reading lists which the faculty member has included 
ln his/her packet, the chair should be able to spot a reading list which 
does not contain the most up-to-date references in the field; this is 
especially true for freshmen and sophomore classes. 

3. I assume that chairs are able to determine, by looking at the 
syllabi and support materials which faculty members have i~clu<lud in their 
packets, whether a person is covering the material in the course in a 
timely manner and presenting it well in accompanying handouts. 
Frank, please look ahead to item 14, which follows, for a discussion 
of the packet or dossier. Additionally, negative student comments 
(or positive ones which, in this case, are less likely to be received 
from students except on the student evaluation questionnaire) such as 
'Dr. So and So never follows the syllabi'; or 'Dr. So an<l Su is always 
disorg~nized' while insufficient to make a case for disorganization, 
certainly are sufficient reason to alert the chair that Lhere may b~ 
problems in this area. 

4. I have changed 'grading procedures' to 'other methods of 
evaluating student progress' to attempt to make this a more unified 
item. 



5. I believe that a faculty member might put in his or her packet 
(again, see #14) an example of a corrected paper (or a copy of one). 
It might be argued that the example would certainly be a faculty 
member's best effort and not necessarily typical. I would doubt that 
but, even if true, I would think that the chair would know something by 
looking at even the best effort. Here again, frequent student comments 
which were in the nature of complaints to a chair should raise a warning 
signal while consistently positive student comments also "can _be :. u·sed ·bJ the 
chair as an indicator. This is a good example of how evaluation can be 
formative; I would not punish someone who needed help in this area, but 
I would see that help is offerred, preferably by a colleague who was 
known to have a firm mastery of this skill. I would reward doing it well, 
and I would look forward to progress from the faculty member who seemed 
to have difficulty here. I believe this is especially important for 
the new, inexperienced teacher although we all know of cases where 
a faculty member of many years begins to grow lax and can use some help. 

6. I disagree that a chair cannot determine the quality of an exam. 
I start with a basic belief that a chair is a colleague who has decided 
for a certain period of time to be a 'first among equals'. When she 
or he accepts the post, the chair knows that evaluation will be a 
responsibility. I am not suggesting that chairs are infallible, nor 
that they come to the position without preconceptions about how things 
should be done. You raise the issue that because there are continuing 
debates over testing procedures, you doubt if a chair can judge exam 
design quality. It is my experience that although a chair may disagree 
personally and philosophically with a certain method of examination or 
even a technique of instruction, that same person can make a judgment 
about the quality of a product which is not a part of his or her 
preferred system. I would never debate that evaluation is objective 
or value free; 1f faculty believe that a chair is being punative, that 
seems to me a reason to state that on the chair's evaluation. If it 
becomes a pattern I am sure that the Provost woul<l work with the chair 
to correct it. Of course, ultimately, a chair can be removed for abuse of 
power should that be the case. 

7. I agree that participation in 'full faculty curricular decisions' 
is rare. I have changed -the wording to 'stimulates discussion of 
curriculum in department and in other faculty groups'. 

8. Some examples of 'stimulating discussions of curriculum' might be 
to propose a team-taught course, to work to assemble a minor or concentration, 
to visit another institution which is doing something exciting and then to 
come back and engage colleagues in a discussion o[ its worth, or to offer 
a lunchtime discussion s~ssion on some pha::.~ of thl! curriculum. 

9. Some actions other than 'update reading lists' which constitute 
revision of courses include chasg.ing . the .. ·type:' of:·written .work. .which a 
specific course requires, varying guest lecturers, having aappropriate 
class visits to off-campus performances or lectures. I agree that not 
every course should be revised constantly. I do believe that if a 
faculty member teaches the same three or four courses the exact same way, 
year in and year out, that faculty member and the course material will 
grow tired. 

10. I have changed the question about student ratings to eliminate the 
reference to numbers from the student questionnaire. Even though the Provost 
receives the printouts, it is important for the chair to rate the faculty 
member on this for summative purposes and to discuss it for formative 
reasons. This form is not designed to provide information for the Provost; 
rather, it is designed to bring consistency to the process within the 
department and within the institution. 

11. and 12. I agree that including reference to specific items 
in the student evaluation of faculty is not a good idea; it has been dropped. 

13. 'Feedback' on teaching from colleagues can include the chair's 
on-going assistance in attempting to improve perceived weaknesses; it 
can be working with a 'master teacher' as you point out; it can be reading 
or attending workshops on teaching; and it could be asking the Learning 
Resource Center to videotape a lecture and inv.1.ting a colleague to critique 
it with you. 



14. The dossier is the information packet which each faculty member 
prepares annually for his or her chair to use as they write the evaluation. 
I have just learned that in some departments, faculty have provided only 
a list of activities for the year; in most, an information packet--not 
the size or scope of a tenure or promotion packet, but full enough to help 
in the process and provide the chair information so that she or he does 
not use intuition--is submitted. Suggestions for things to include 
are well outlined in the Aug. 30, 1984, Task Force report. I have suggested 
that faculty members refer to this list as they construct their packets 
this year. 

15. I agree that there are many ways to show attempts to improve 
teaching; please see number 13, above, for a few of them. 

16. You are correct that the form misses the results of what goes on 
in the classroom as a test of teaching effectiveness. Some schools have 
moved to a system of peer evaluation once or more a year for every faculty 
member. Of course, here again, the student form, or patterns which emerge 
over several semesters of reviewing that form, give chairs some idea of 
student perception in this area. 

17. I agree that more needs to be on the form in relation to 
interaction wi.th students outside the classroom; thus I have .:idded t/6 on 
this page and more detail about student-driven activity in the service sect.ion. 

Page 3 
1. I offer the list of evidence in the Task Force preliminary report 

as examples of 'scholarly projects'. 

2. I have included, at your ·suggestion, self-directed learning 
as a professional training activity. 

3. I am not sure that a good scholar can 'escape' being recognized 
as such; it may be local, not national or international recognition, but 
it's hard to hide talent long. Each year will not bring each faculty 
member consistent recognition; however, those who achieve it should be 
recognized. The cells which describe each item are examples of the types of 
activities which would merit a particular rating; I support your point that 
we cannot become overly rigid and that chairs have the ability to interpret 
one thing as being a substitute for another which is listed. The respon
sibility is left to the faculty member to present in the dossier whatev~r 
evidence will bear on any particular evaluation item. 

Page 4 
1. I agree that we should never allow an 'unfriendly' colleague 

to become the 'object of the evaluator's punishment'. I have tried to 
r~phrase th~ 'morale' part, but I do b~lieve thut people sho11ld either 
contribute to the goals of the department or work to change the goals 
which they cannot support. I believe that a person who works well with 
others and is a significant, positive force in the department should be 
recognized for that; by the same token, I feel there arc people who 
have negative impact on their colleagues although, fortunately, they ar~ 
few and far between. I think that assessing this on an annual evaluation 
is propoer and important for both summative and formative purposes. 

2. Attendance at meetings is not a measure of quality, I agree. 
lt does seem an important factor when considering contributions to 
the d~partment and to the Coll~ge. lt does not stand alone, but t think lt 
should be expected of everyone. We do know that there are some people who 
rarely attend meetings, and some who do not do their share of departmental 
work. I believe that such behavior is premeditated, and I believe that 
those who display it should be urged to change. 

Once again, Frank, thanks for your efforts at improving the form. 
I believe that many of your suggestions have contributed to the final 
version and improved it. I look forward to working with faculty to construct 
an even better instrument for the future. 

,, 

CC Dr. Jacquelyn A. Mattf~ld, Provost 

Sincerely yours, 

('1~ 
Ti?ce Jacobson 
Assoclatc'Provost for 
Planning and Evaluation 

Dr. Wm. Golightly, Chair, Council of ChalrQen 
Dr. Wm .. Moore, Speaker of the Faculty v'· 
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