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Improving Teaching and Its Evaluation: A Survey of
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J. Clifford Fox and Scott Keeter, Virginia Commonwealth University

The Department of Political Sci-
ence at Virginia Commonwealth
University has long viewed under-
graduate instruction as a critical
element of its mission, and teaching
effectiveness has been a key crite-
rion in its hiring decisions over the
past several years. However, as
with many departments in the
United States, VCU's political sci-
ence department has used few sys-
tematic methods of evaluating and
improving the quality of instruc-
tion. It was fortuitous that a 1994
grant from the University's Com-
mittee on Roles and Rewards pro-
vided both the incentive and the
means to address this problem.

While a variety of activities were
undertaken under the grant to im-
prove instruction, the principal ac-
tivity was a mail survey of 140 ran-
domly selected political science
departments in U.S. colleges and
universities. There were two broad
goals for this survey: first, to gather
information that would help us
(a) improve our own department's
methods for evaluating teaching,
(b) discover effective techniques for
faculty development related to in-
struction, and (c) reexamine how
assessments of teaching effective-
ness are used in administrative de-
cisions about faculty; second, to
document the "state of current
practice" in the discipline related
to teaching evaluation and improve-
ment.

Survey Methods

The two-page survey included
four major sections. The first was a
list of nine commonly used meth-
ods for evaluating instruction in

political science departments with a
yes or no checkbox beside each. A
tenth item allowed other techniques
of evaluation to be identified by
write-in. A second section con-
sisted of a list of items to ascertain
methods of instructional develop-
ment. Follow-up questions deter-
mined how available these methods
were and whether each of the
methods was required of faculty or
merely voluntary.

A three-column table enabled
respondents to estimate the weight
given to teaching, research, and
other factors in each of these ad-
ministrative decisions. Finally,
open-ended items obtained detailed
information on how evaluation was
used in faculty development and
what innovative techniques were
used in evaluation and develop-
ment. Departments were also asked
to provide copies of any documents
that would be useful to our study—
most commonly, forms used for
student evaluation of instruction.

A systematic sample of 140 polit-
ical science departments was drawn
from the 1993-94 APSA Directory
of Political Science Department
Chairpersons (a population of 1,282
departments). The sample was
stratified to include an equal num-
ber of graduate and undergraduate
departments. Two follow-up mail-
ings were sent to nonresponding
departments. The response rate for
the total sample was 71% (100/140),
and the response rates for each of
the strata were 69% for graduate
departments (48/70) and 74% for
undergraduate departments (52/70).
We also received 55 supporting
documents, including 40 examples
of student evaluation forms.

Findings

Responses to the survey reveal a
general concern for the quality of
teaching in administrative decision
making. For the three categories of
decision making that we included in
the questionnaire—salary, tenure,
and promotion to full professor—
significant weight was reported to
be given to teaching in each case.
While teaching was weighted most
heavily in the tenure decision (a
mean weighting of 45%, compared
to 41% for research, and 14% for
other factors), it was also reported
to be important in both promotion
(39% for teaching, 47% for re-
search, 14% for other) and salary
(42% for teaching, 38% for re-
search, 19% for other). Not surpris-
ingly, undergraduate departments
weighted teaching more heavily
than graduate departments. While
the magnitude of the actual empha-
sis on teaching in decision making
may be questioned, these results
indicate that, at the very least, de-
partments engage in the rhetoric of
emphasizing teaching.

If teaching plays an important
role in tenure and promotion in po-
litical science departments, then
systems for evaluating teaching and
developing instruction should be
important for the advancement of
faculty. The survey results support
this idea, indicating widespread
commitment to some type of sys-
tematic teaching evaluation by po-
litical science departments, with all
but one department reporting that
they use one or more methods of
formally evaluating teaching. How-
ever, the depth and complexity of
evaluation varies widely, and there
is little evidence of a systematic
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TABLE 1
Number of Information Sources
for Teaching Evaluation

Number of
Evaluation
Methods

Used
None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven

All
Depart-
ments

1%
5%

22%
31%
25%
12%
3%
1%

Typ<:of
Department

Under-
graduate

o%
2%

19%
29%
33%
15%
2%
0%

Graduate
2%
8%

25%
33%
17%
8%
4%
2%

commitment to developing instruc-
tion in response to the results of
these evaluations.

Variety of Data Sources for
Instructional Evaluation

Despite arguments in the litera-
ture for a system of teaching evalu-
ation that includes "several sources
of data," (Miller 1987, 27), our re-
sults indicate that political science
departments generally rely upon
limited sources of data for this pur-
pose (see Table 1). Of the 10 possi-
ble sources of evaluation data that
were listed on the questionnaire,
58% of responding departments re-
lied upon three or fewer sources of
data for teaching evaluation. More-
over, this figure is slightly inflated
by the fact that some departments
use multiple forms for student as-
sessment of instruction (e.g., a col-
lege-mandated evaluation instru-
ment and one specifically created
for department use). Using multiple
forms for students to assess teach-
ing does not increase the number of
evaluating sources (i.e., students),
although it does increase the rich-
ness of the data and provide a pos-
sible check on its reliability. More-
over, the use of students as the
only source of data for the evalua-
tion of teaching raises many trou-
bling questions, not only concern-
ing reliability and validity, but also
about the impact such "consumer
satisfaction" evaluations may have
upon the faculty member's percep-
tion of her or his role. It would be
more accurate, therefore, to count
student assessments as only one

source of information no matter
how many different forms are used.

When the duplication of student
assessment forms is eliminated, the
sources of data for assessing in-
struction are even less varied.
Fifty-five percent of the responding
departments depend upon two or
fewer sources of data. This in-
cludes those departments that rely
upon student assessments alone
(21%) or student assessments com-
bined with only one other source of
evaluative data (34%)—most often
an infrequent or nonuniform class-
room visitation. Of the other re-
sponding departments, 28% used
three sources of data, 9% used four
sources of data, and only 3% used
five or more sources of data. Grad-
uate departments had a tendency to
use fewer sources of data for teach-
ing evaluation than undergraduate
departments. The number of gradu-
ate departments relying upon two
or fewer sources of data was 65%,
while 45% of undergraduate depart-
ments were in this category.

Student Assessment of Instruction

The most common source of in-
formation for evaluating teaching is
a written student assessment of in-
struction, completed near the end
of the term. Made up of some com-
bination of Likert-scale items (e.g.,
how much do you agree or disagree
with this statement), other multiple
choice items, and open-ended type
questions—sometimes accompanied
by questions concerning student
demographic data—this type of
evaluation is used by every re-
sponding political science depart-
ment that employed a formal evalu-
ation process (99 of 100). Three
separate types of student evalua-
tion forms were included in our list

of evaluation techniques (see Table
2). Of the three, the most com-
monly used form was one "specifi-
cally created for your college or
university" (66%). This was in con-
trast to a form "specifically con-
structed for your department" (44%)
and "a nationally standardized
evaluation form completed by stu-
dents" (3%). Fourteen of the 100
responding departments (14%) used
a combination of more than one of
these forms for student assessment
of instruction.

Our results also indicate a signifi-
cant reliance upon "open-ended,
narrative-style questions" as a part
of these systems of evaluation.
Seventy-two percent of the re-
sponding departments reported in-
cluding open-ended questions as a
part of their evaluation form. Stu-
dent evaluations are typically ad-
ministered at the end of each term.
Only seven of the responding de-
partments reported the use of mid-
term evaluations (7%), although the
number of individual faculty mem-
bers who use such evaluations for
their own benefit outside of the reg-
ular departmental evaluation pro-
cess was not indicated by our data.

Another method of gaining stu-
dent feedback about instruction is
the exit interview with graduating
seniors. Thirty-two percent of the
responding departments reported
using exit interviews for this pur-
pose. While there is no significant
difference in the responses of
graduate and undergraduate depart-
ments in the use of contemporane-
ous student assessments of instruc-
tion as discussed above, the use of
exit interviews as a means of evalu-
ating instruction is more common
in undergraduate political science
departments (39%) than in graduate
departments (22%).

TABLE 2
Percentage of Departments Using Selected Student Assessment Methods

Type of Student Assessment

Nationally Standardized Form
College or University Form
Specific Departmental Form
Narrative-Style Questions
Mid-term Student Evaluations
Exit Interviews

All
Departments

3%
66%
42%
72%
7%

32%

Type of Department
Undergraduate

4%
63%
44%
73%
4%

4054

Graduate

2%
69%
40%
71%
10%
23%
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Given the heavy reliance by po-
litical science departments upon
student assessments of instruction,
a more detailed consideration of
them is needed. Many of the cri-
tiques of this technique are beyond
the scope of this paper (for a sur-
vey, see Aleamoni 1981). However,
as teaching becomes a greater fac-
tor in salary, tenure, and promotion
decisions, the use of student as-
sessments for summative evalua-
tion purposes2 presents special
problems of reliability and validity
(Scriven 1981). Our results provide
some information in this regard.

These results indicate that very
few political science departments
collect student assessment informa-
tion in a way that facilitates checks
of reliability. The reliability of a
student assessment instrument is its
ability to give relatively consistent
results, both within a class and
over time. The use of multiple in-
struments for the student assess-
ment of instruction would be one
way to allow cross-checks of reli-
ability. Yet, only 14 of the 100 re-
sponding departments (14%) use
more than one instrument for stu-
dent assessment of instruction.
However, an examination of the
sample forms returned with the
questionnaires shows that several
of the forms include repetitive
items that might be used to check
the internal reliability of student
responses. It is not possible from
our data to determine whether such
checks actually take place.

Reliability may also be checked
through the multiple administration
of the same form at different times
in the semester, e.g., in consecu-
tive weeks, with the results of each
administration being correlated for
each responding student (Aleamoni
1981, 131-2). By comparing results
between students within a class, an
intraclass correlation coefficient
(Winer 1962) may also be calcu-
lated as a check of the reliability of
the student assessment form. Obvi-
ously, such an effort is difficult
and, thus, unlikely within individ-
ual departments—as is the tracking
of reliability over time. However,
for departments that use university-
level instruments, checks of reli-
ability are more feasible—although

not necessarily more likely to oc-
cur. While the reliability of nation-
ally standardized student assess-
ment instruments is the most likely
to be regularly examined, our re-
sults demonstrate that such forms
are, by far, the least likely to be
used.

Two final notes on the reliability
of student assessments are impor-
tant. Research has demonstrated
that as the number of students par-
ticipating in the evaluation process
and the number of classes evalu-
ated increases, so does the reliabil-
ity of the results for any given in-
structor (Marsh 1987). Reliability is
also increased by the consistency
with which the evaluations are ad-
ministered and completed. There-
fore, those who administer the
evaluations (frequently the faculty
themselves) and the students who
complete them should always be
made aware of the importance of
such consistency if student assess-
ments are to be relied upon for
summative evaluation purposes. An
institutional commitment to the en-
forcement of consistent administra-
tion of evaluations should be pur-
sued if reliability is to be promoted
(Ory 1990). Moreover, administra-
tors who use student assessments
of instruction for summative pur-
poses must be cognizant of all the
factors potentially affecting the reli-
ability of such data (Franklin and
Theall 1990).

The validity of forms used for
student assessment of instruction is
related to the form's capacity to
measure what it is designed to mea-
sure; in this case, the quality of
instruction. A threshold issue,
therefore, is the definition of the
quality of instruction. In a 1987 ar-
ticle, Thomas M. Sherman, with
the assistance of four of his gradu-
ate students, surveyed the litera-
ture to determine the "characteris-
tics of excellence" in college
teaching. This survey identified five
general characteristics that were
consistently identified in the litera-
ture as contributing to good teach-
ing (Sherman, et. al. 1987). We
used these characteristics—enthusi-
asm, clarity, preparation and orga-
nization, ability to stimulate inter-
est and thinking, and knowledge of
the subject matter—to analyze the

TABLE 3
Student Evaluation Forms
Classified by Characteristics of
Excellence

Number of
Characteristics

Five
Four
Three
Two
One
Zero

Percentage of
Forms

(Number)

10% (n = 4)
28% (n = 11)
35% (n = 14)
10% (n = 4)
8% (n = 3)
3% (n = 1)

Based upon Sherman's Characteristics of
Excellence (Sherman, et. al. 1987).

40 student assessment forms re-
ceived from responding political
science departments. Each form
was examined to determine how
many of Sherman's characteristics
of excellence were assessed by it.
The results are shown on Table 3.
As the table shows, only four of
the 40 forms examined (10%) as-
sessed all five characteristics.
Three forms used open-ended ques-
tions to elicit general responses
that cannot be reliably classified.
These results would indicate that
based upon our data and Sherman's
characteristics of excellence, the
forms used by the large majority of
political science departments are
open to criticism on the grounds
that they fail to measure the gener-
ally identified characteristics of ex-
cellent teaching. Moreover, a lack
of clarity in question construction
is likely to exacerbate the problem.

Despite these shortcomings,
however, most of the forms that
were examined did assess some
characteristics of teaching effec-
tiveness. They were more likely to
examine basic classroom issues
than Sherman's more elevated
characteristics of excellence. For
example, 14 of the forms sought
information concerning the effec-
tiveness of texts and other teaching
resources. They also assessed de-
tails of classroom management,
such as punctuality and attendance,
classroom time management, meet-
ing office hours, and availability to
students generally.

Another important use of the
forms was to assess instructor atti-
tudes toward students. An item
concerning the instructor's interest
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in students' opinions and in whether
they improved their knowledge of
the subject was the most frequently
included item (33/40; 83%). The
only item asked as frequently was
one that asked for an overall as-
sessment of the instructor—either
in absolute terms or compared to a
given population (e.g., instructors
you have had in this university)
(33/40; 83%). Thus, the forms give
substantial emphasis to fundamen-
tal issues of teaching, with less at-
tention for identified measures of
"excellence."

Most political science depart-
ments in the survey appeared to
use student assessments of instruc-
tion to head off potential problems,
rather than to improve instruction
in all of its dimensions. This point
is reinforced by the responses to
the open-ended question concern-
ing how teaching evaluations are
used to improve the quality of in-
struction. The most common re-
sponse was that the chair reviewed
the evaluations and discussed them
with faculty members (24/100;
24%). Sixteen of the responding
department chairs identified some
form of problem intervention as
their only use of evaluations for
development purposes. Two exam-
ples are typical: "We use evalua-
tions to weed out bad instructors
(particularly part-time instruc-
tors)"; and, "Teaching evaluations
sometimes call attention to truly
bad performances." With such a
limited use of student assessments,
validity is more likely.

It is also important to note that
two forms included an item con-
cerning the instructor's sensitivity
to issues of diversity and gender. If
problem intervention is a primary
goal of student assessments of in-
struction, then this kind of question
on an anonymous evaluation form
could be quite useful. However,
using student assessments in this
manner leads to the most common
worry of faculty concerning the
validity of student evaluations of
instruction—bias.

Much has been written on the
subject of bias in student assess-
ments of instruction. In this con-
text, bias is the impact upon evalu-
ation results of noninstructional

factors—such as the characteristics
of the student evaluators or of the
class and its setting. John Centra
has recently discussed the subject
of bias (Centra 1993, 60-78) pre-
senting an excellent summary of
the current state of the literature.
His conclusions are enlightening:

Although the research is largely sup-
portive of student evaluations, they
have been shown to have limita-
tions. Student evaluations do differ
somewhat for some course and in-
structor characteristics, including
class size, method of teaching, aca-
demic field, prior student interest in
the subject, grading leniency, and
teacher expressiveness or "seduc-
tiveness". . . . [However, e]ven sev-
eral biasing factors considered to-
gether account for only about 15
percent of the variance in student
ratings (Marsh 1987). Although such
variance is not excessive, it could
alter a close personnel decision. In
tenure and promotion decisions,
consideration of the ratings of sev-
eral different courses over several
years minimizes the possibility of
bias (Centra 1993, 78).

Most political science
departments in the
survey appeared to use
student assessments of
instruction to head off
potential problems,
rather than to improve
instruction in all of its
dimensions.

The potential for bias, while a
small problem, must always be
considered when using student as-
sessments of instruction. To this
end, 21 of the 40 forms that were
reviewed (53%) collected data on
some or all of the "course and in-
structor characteristics" that Cen-
tra identifies.

Classroom Visitation

The second most common source
of data for the evaluation of in-

struction is the classroom visita-
tion. Our results indicate that 54%
of the responding departments use
this technique, though the fre-
quency and character of visitations
varies widely. Of departments that
use classroom visitation, only 10
(17%) report doing so biannually
(or every semester). Seventeen de-
partments hold annual visitations
(29%), with the remainder conduct-
ing visitations even less frequently.
Often, visitations only occur as a
part of the process of review for
tenure or promotion. After tenure
has been granted, visitations be-
come infrequent or largely nonex-
istent. For example, several depart-
ments conducted visitations of
tenured faculty every five years.

Classroom visitations also varied
widely in who conducted them.
Visitations were most often con-
ducted by colleagues (excluding the
department chairperson or head;
24/54; 44%). Department chairper-
sons conducted the visitations in
24% (13/54) of departments, while a
college dean did so in 6% (3/54) of
the departments. In 12 (22%) de-
partments, a committee made up of
a combination of people—such as
other faculty, administrative offi-
cials, and/or students—conducted
the visitation.

Classroom visitations as de-
scribed in our survey (insofar as
our results reflect any consistent
procedure) raise several questions.
Given the fact that 23% of the de-
partments that use classroom visi-
tations disclose a direct use of
them for summative purposes,3 the
same problems of reliability and
validity occur as with student as-
sessments of instruction. In the
most comprehensive study of this
subject, Centra (1979, 75) reported
that such ratings are statistically
unreliable. His results indicated a
correlation among the ratings of
different colleagues of only .26 for
each item used in his research. He
also found colleague ratings to be
consistently more favorable than
student ratings, which had fewer
reliability problems when properly
administered. While some of the
unreliability of classroom visitation
can be rectified by team visitation
(Miller 1987, 77; Hennessy 1975,
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12), our results indicate that a small
number of departments follow such
a procedure (12/54; 22%).

These results indicate serious
problems with the use of classroom
visitations for summative evalua-
tion purposes. However, several
formative evaluative uses of class-
room visitations are also indicated
by our data.4 These formative eval-
uative uses of classroom visitation
do not suffer the same limitations
as using visitations for summative
evaluation purposes. Colleague
classroom visitation occurs as a
part of a peer counseling or men-
toring program in 20% (20/100) of
the responding departments (or
37% of all departments that use
classroom visitations). These pro-
grams range from a colleague visi-
tation followed by an informal dis-
cussion of the visit to the formal
assignment of a senior faculty
member as mentor for an entering
junior faculty member until tenure
review, with regular classroom visi-
tations as a part of the mentoring
process.

Other departments report encour-
aging junior faculty to visit the
classrooms of identified "master
teachers" followed with discus-
sions of instructional methods. One
department reports using "visits by
all members of the department to
other members' classes. Through
these visits we're exposed to a
wide range of teaching styles and
receive formal critiques of our in-
class performance." When used in
this kind of program, classroom
visitation contributes to instruc-
tional development in a positive
manner. However, a commitment
to programs of this type are neces-
sary from both junior and senior
faculty if they are to be successful
(Centra 1993, 121-3).

Other Evaluation Techniques

Responses to the questionnaire
show that departments are using
several other techniques for gather-
ing data to evaluate instruction.
The most common of these is best
described as "formally structured
self-evaluations prepared by the
instructor." This group of tech-
niques includes teaching portfolios,

TABLE 4
Percentage of Departments Using Selected Teaching Development Methods

Type of Development
Activity

Videotaping
Presentations or Seminars
Open Discussion Groups
Other Methods

All
Departments

26%
46%
48%
29%

Type of Department

Undergraduate

25%
54%
48%
23%

Graduate

27%
38%
48%
35%

written responses to student assess-
ments, and end-of-the-year self-
assessments to identify strengths
and weaknesses. Often self-evalua-
tions include the evaluation by the
faculty member of areas other than
instruction, as well (e.g., scholar-
ship and service). Twenty-one per-
cent (21/100) of the responding de-
partments reported the use of some
type of formally structured self-
evaluation as a part of their evalua-
tion system. The most common
form of self-evaluation involved
some kind of teaching portfolio in-
cluding, among other items, copies
of syllabi, goals for classes taught,
and assessments of success. For-
mally structured self-evaluations
can contribute to both summative
and formative evaluations. In fact,
research has shown that using self-
evaluations as a tool for summative
evaluation increases the care with
which the self-evaluations are pre-
pared, thus, increasing their benefit
in instructional development (Cen-
tra 1993, 100-2).

Another method for gathering
data for instructional evaluation is
outcome-based evaluation. This
form of evaluation is dependent
upon the measurement of how
many students achieve a predeter-
mined set of standards or skills.
Although used by a small number
of departments (9/100; 9%), this
technique was under study in sev-
eral others. While a 1991 survey of
outcomes assessment in political
science noted that "fewer than one
out of six responding institutions"
formally collected "certain types of
outcomes assessment data" (Julian,
Chamberlain, and Seay 1991, 206-
7), our results indicate that fewer
still have programs in place in 1994.

Mechanisms for Instructional
Development

Evaluation is only one part of
improving instruction in political
science. For the feedback of forma-
tive evaluation to be effective,
more than just incentives or threats
of including instructional quality in
the tenure and promotion process
must be present. Mechanisms must
be in place to assist those who seek
to improve their teaching (Scriven
1981, 247). Moreover, these mecha-
nisms are best included in a "flexi-
ble mix of improvement activities"
(Weimer 1990, 82-110).

The survey responses to our
items on instructional development
reveal little diversity in the mix of
methods used. A majority of the
responding departments (54/100;
54%) reported providing either no
methods of instructional develop-
ment (19/100; 19%) or only a single
method (35/100; 35%). Only 16 de-
partments (16%) reported three or
more mechanisms for improving
instruction. Such results, rather
than indicating a "flexible mix of
improvement activities," indicate
virtually nothing to be mixed.

The most common mechanism
for the development of instruction
was the "open discussion of in-
struction" (i.e., brown-bag-style
discussion group). Open-discussion
groups were used by 48 depart-
ments (48%). The next most com-
mon mechanism for instructional
development was the "seminar on
teaching" (46/100; 46%), followed
by the "video-taping of classes"
(26/100; 26%). Other responses in-
cluded discussions at faculty meet-
ings, summer workshops, and paid
trips to professional meetings. Fac-
ulty participation in virtually all
development activities was volun-
tary. Only five departments (5%)
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required any development activities
of teaching faculty. Other respond-
ing chairs noted referring junior
faculty with low student evalua-
tions to a college center for instruc-
tional development. Such college-
level centers were noted by eight
respondents with two others noting
that centers were in the process of
being developed in their institutions.

Conclusions
The survey results indicate that

political science departments are
aware of the importance of quality
teaching. With variation from de-
partment to department, the major-
ity of departments give significant
weight to teaching in their person-
nel decisions. Moreover, under-
graduate departments give more
weight to teaching than do graduate
departments. Most departments
have clearly defined systems of
summative teaching evaluation.
However, these systems generally
lack diversity in the sources of data
used to evaluate teaching, depend-
ing primarily upon student assess-
ments. When such assessments are
relied upon for summative evalua-
tion purposes, particular emphasis
must be given to the reliability and
validity of the system used for the
assessment of instruction. These
assessments are used primarily as a
means to identify potential prob-
lems in the classroom and, there-
fore, tend to measure the lowest-
level characteristics of teaching
quality.

The use of the evaluation sys-
tems for formative evaluation pur-
poses is more encouraging. The
widespread emphasis upon narra-
tive-style questions in student as-
sessments of instructional quality
facilitates the use of these assess-
ments to improve teaching. More-
over, the survey indicates that a
number of departments are using
systems of peer evaluations and
mentoring for the development of
instruction.

Despite these positive indica-
tions, the mechanisms designed to
help faculty who wish to improve
their teaching are generally insuffi-
cient. As political science depart-

ments increase their emphasis on
quality instruction as a part of ten-
ure and promotion, it is reasonable
for faculty to expect that adequate
provision be made to provide them
with opportunities to improve their
teaching abilities in response.
Moreover, in an environment in
which schools are increasingly
competing for students, students
can be expected to press for even
more improvements in the instruc-
tion that they receive—with com-
mensurate economic and political
pressures for departments to do so.
While this survey indicates sus-
tained effort by political science
departments to improve the quality
of instruction (typified by the fact
that 44% of the departments re-
ported having formally reexamined
their systems of evaluation and de-
velopment of instruction within the
last year), it also demonstrates how
far we have to go.

Notes
1. The authors would like to thank the

staff of the Virginia Commonwealth Univer-
sity Survey Research Laboratory and the
VCU Committee on Roles and Rewards for
their assistance in the completion of this
project.

2. We use the common terminology pre-
sented in the teaching evaluation literature.
A summative evaluation is one designed and
used as a tool for administrative decision
making on matters such as hiring and firing,
promotion, salary, or tenure. Formative
evaluation, on the other hand, serves as a
tool for instructional development, acting as
a channel of feedback to faculty members
for the improvement of their classroom per-
formance.

Of course, these evaluative functions are
not mutually exclusive. For reasons of con-
venience, departments often use a single
evaluation technique or instrument for both
summative and formative purposes. More-
over, a faculty member's regard for improv-
ing her or his summative evaluations often
serves as the incentive to improve instruc-
tion—thus encouraging the formative use of
the same evaluation process.

3. The actual number may be much
higher. This number represents only those
departments that volunteered this informa-
tion in the open-ended questions or in the
question concerning how often visitations
occur.

4. For an explanation of summative and
formative evaluations see note 2.
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Political Science Programs To Prepare Ph.D. Students To Teach Undergraduates

First Quartile Ranked
Departments*

Second Quartile Ranked
Departments* All Other Departments*

Teacher Preparation Formats
Required for An Option for Required for An Option for Required for An Option for

Ph.D. Students Ph.D. Students Ph.D. Students Ph.D. Students Ph.D. Students Ph.D. Students

A Course or Seminar Offered by the 36%
Department to Prepare Students
to Teach Undergraduates

A Teaching Assistantship with 56%
Experience Teaching
Undergraduates

Faculty Supervision of Graduate 64%
Students Teaching
Undergraduates

A Course or Special Presentation 24%
Offered by the University
Devoted to Training Teaching
Assistants**

16%

40%

28%

32%

32%

55%

45%

14%

55%

18%

24%

29%

55%

8%

13%

50%

29%

15%

'Rankings of the Political Science Departments are from Research-Doctorate Programs in the United States: Continuity and Change, Mar-
vin L. Goldberger, Brendan A. Maher, and Pamela Ebert Flattau, Eds. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 1995, Table M, pp.
366-69. Ninety-eight departments are ranked. All 25 departments in the first quartile responded to this survey and 22 of the 24 departments
(92%) in the second quartile responded. Of the 72 other departments, 62 (86%) responded to the survey. Data are reported from among re-
sponding departments only. Departments were asked to indicate if they are considering increasing the teaching preparation given to graduate
students. Fifty-two percent of the departments ranked in the first quartile, 63% in the second quartile, and 52% of the other departments an-
swered affirmatively.
**These university courses are available in 60%, 45% and 47% of the departments ranked in the top quartile, second quartile, and in all of
the universities with Ph.D. programs.
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