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Student, faculty committees question
teacher evaluation process
by Emily Flinn
Editor-in-chief

The controversy surrounding the
teacher evaluation process was brought
up at the last Roundtable meeting as
the Student Government Ad Hoc Aca-
demic Affairs Committee presented a
fourteen page report on the teacher
evaluation process, focusing specifically
on the use of the SIRs (Student Instruc-
tional Reports). Additionally, faculty
members from the Ad Hoc Committee
on Evaluation have also prepared a re-
port, which was presented at the faculty
meeting today. The two committees
worked separately, but the resulting
reports seem to agree on many aspects
of the issue.

According to Jacob Abraham,
chair of the student committee, the
students began working on their report
at the beginning of the semester. Un-
able to put a student representative on
the faculty Ad Hoc Committee, the con-
cerned students created their own group
to address the issue. As stated in the
introduction of the report, "The divi-
sive issue of teacher evaluation and its
implications for tenure threaten to un-
dermine the academic experience and
communal ideals of Rhodes College.
Of particular concern is that teaching, a
complex interaction of individuals and
personalities, is quantified in the evalu-
ation process, manipulated mathemati-
cally, and then interpreted by 'naive'
administrators as a valid "data"

point...As members of the Rhodes com-
munity and as consumers, we students
have a right and responsibility to en-
gage this complex issue. The division
between members of the faculty and
administrators comes at the expense of
our educational experience."

The goal of the report was "1) to
provide a more complex and more de-
tailed picture of each faculty member's
work as a teacher and scholar, 2) to
design a system which checks and bal-
ances subjective judgments at every
possible step, and 3) to provide a blue-
print for a new evaluative system that
will be the basis for future discussion
between administration, faculty, and
students."

The report follows the standard

Ballot tampering mars SGA elections
by Andrew Veprek
Staff Correspondent

Elections for Student Government
Association (SGA),Honor Council,and
Social Regulations Council (SRC) were
held Wednesday, March29. Because of
ballot tampering, however, the Wednes-
day results were declared invalid by the
SGA Elections Commission and a new
vote was taken Friday, April 1.

In the April 1 election, students
chose rising seniors Scott Brown and
Jacob Abraham as SGA President and
Vice-President, respectively. Rising
senior Dan Milner was elected to the
position of Honor Council President,
and rising junior Bryant Benson cho-
sen as Honor Council Vice-President.
Additionally, rising senior Loretta Lam-
bert won the race for SRC President.

According to Elections Commis-
sioner Eddie Dieppa, election results
were the same for both days, though
voter turnout was lower Friday. 430
students voted in the Friday vote, as
opposed to approximately 575 in the

' original election. The 575 figure does
not include the illegal ballots that origi-
nallyled tosuspicionofballot box stuff-
ing.

A group calling itself "Students
foraNewChicago" apparently"stuffed"
the ballot boxes with 70 extra ballots.
The group posted an anonymously-

monitored due to the tampering of ballots in an earlier election.
authored letter around campus com-
plainingof a lack of student representa-
tion and a "police state" atmosphere.
The name is apparently a reference to
the events surrounding the Chicago
Democratic Party Convention of 1968.
No further messages from the group
have appeared, and voting on Friday
was free ofincident.

According to Dieppa, "The group
complained about voter turnout and
then caused it to fall by about ten per-
cent of the student body. They also
force the commissioners [Dieppa and
Ariana French] to institute measures
that further slow the elections process
to increase security. Now some people
don't vote because of the lines."

The increased security measures
for the Friday election included use of
an official stamp to validate ballots,
more control of ballot-handling by
monitors, and voting at one location
only. Dieppa added that these security
measures would also be used in future
elections.

Despitethecomplications,incom-
ing SGA President Scott Brown is up-
beat and planning an agenda. He in-
tends to "continue [SGA] efforts to be
truly responsive to student issues and
concerns... The success or failure of the
'95-'96 SGA will comedown towhether
wecontinue to addressthe tough issues
facing students at Rhodes or fall back to
our position of inaction."

set by the Handbook by saying that pro-
fessors should be evaluated based on
teaching, scholarship, and service. The
report goes on to recommend that these
three areas be weighted differently than
they are currently, which are teaching
at 40%, scholarship at 35%, and service
at 25%. The committee proposes an
alternate weighting, with teaching at
50%, scholarship at 30%, and service at

20%. The report also carefully defines
what each of these areas should entail,
and lists questions that should be taken
into consideration in evaluating each
area.

The report goes into a critical study
of the sources and methodologies used
in the evaluations. In this area, the com-

continued on page 7

Administration responds
to criticism
by Chris Knight
Editor-in-Chief

Responding to a recent flurry of
criticism from students and departing
faculty, President James Daughdrill
authorized Chancellor David Harlow
to address concerns that have been
raised ranging from the use of SIRs in
teaching evaluation to academic free-
dom among faculty.

Harlow expressed confidence in
the ability of SIR scores to accurately
depict teaching effectiveness, noting
that the school mixes these scores with
student interviews, colleague interviews
and letters from other members of the
faculty in its evaluation of a professor's
teaching. The teaching component
comprises 40% of evaluations.

"No evaluation system is going to
doexactlywhat wewant it to. But in the
time that I have been involved here...
I have to tell you that I think the stu-
dents call it right," said Harlow. "Is it
perfect? Absolutely not. Every once in
a while you miss something. But I think
it is as good as you can get."

Harlowpointed out that SIRs were
brought to Rhodes by the facultya num-
ber of years ago and that research re-
garding the gender, race and ideology
of the students and of the faculty and
how these factors affect student evalu-
ations indicated that they "don't seem
to make any difference.

Regarding faculty governance,
Harlow noted, "Curriculum is really
controlled by the faculty through the
Faculty Curriculum Committee. The
faculty wouldn't stand still for a change
in the curriculum without it going
through the Curriculum Committee."
He emphasized that personnel deci-
sions "have to reside with the Dean,"
and said that the recent redefinition of
the positions held by French professor
Shira Baker and German professor
Rahel Hahn from tenure-track to term
positions were based on curriculum
enrollment policy as stated in the Col-
lege Handbook and are applied uni-
formly throughout the College, adding
that the administration hoped that

continued on page 7
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Campus SafetyActivity Log
March 26-April 7,1995

8:45 am Suspicious vehicle parked near ARAMARK entrance. Occupants questioned and purpose for be-
ing in area determined.

9:50 am Propped doors Bellingrath and Stewart noted & reported.
2:35 pm Unsecured bicycle confiscated Buckman Hall area.
3:50 pm Prank call Voorhies, report forms filed.

6:53 am Alarm monitor Austin Bldg indicated fire vo. Al dispatched. No problems found. System reset.
8:30 am Propped doors Bellingrath and Stewart noted & reported.
12:10Pm Bee swarm active around Moore Moore & Glassell quad. Students routed around danger area.
6:15 pm Suspicious persons gym lot. Persons identified as visitors of assistant coach.
9:10 pm Prank call Spann, report forms filed.

12:36 am Propped doors Stewart noted and reported.
3:04 am Suspected illegal substance abuse Glassell. Student transported to Med. MPD and resident life

reports filed.
11:20 am Suspicious persons Tutwiler, subjects shadowed, MPD called. Suspects stopped and questioned

by MPD. Truant officer took custody of Snowden students.
3:45 pm Suspicious person gym lot, subject identified as visitor and friend of Rhodes student.
7:10 pm Vehicle with busted window gym lot investigated. Vehicle owned by former Rhodes student and

damage done off campus.

12:37 am Second floor window Bellingrath found open. Window secured.
10:34 am Five propped door violations Stewart.
1:38 pm Student reported purse stolen. Investigation conducted and purse located in student's vehicle.

No items missing.
5:45 pm Two unauthorized persons located Glassell dorm attempting to sell products to students. Subjects

escorted out of dorm and off campus.
6:01 pm Suspected illegal use of controlled substance Glassell. Report filed by RA to ADRL.

2:15 am Student stopped for excessive speed and counselled by shift commander.
2:05 pm Stopped unoccupied staff vehicle that was rolling toward parked vehicles. Owner contacted and

vehicle moved to safe area. Parking brake failed.

6:31 am Power surge caused by blown transformer off campus set off library fire alarm. System ieset.

4:10 am Hit & run Jackson Ave. Damage to rhodes fence approx 40yds east of Jackson. No RkF des
personnel involved. Driver fled scene. Report received from MPD.

11:56 pm Suspicious person reported outside Bellingrath dorm. Search made of surrounding areas. No one
found.

5:00 pm Bellingrath fire door opened by unknown party. Auto reset.
10:20 pm Unauthorized parking and use of vehicles behind Hassell. Student vehicles on grass to light up

basketball court. Campus Safe requested vehicles be moved. Students cornlied.

1:00 pm Unauthorized vehicles on grass, owners removed vehicles.
1:07 pm Suspicious person questioned Glassell quad. Validated as visitor seperated from host. Host

reminded of responsiblities toward visitors.
5:40 pm Vandalism/Attempted auto burglary. Report filed.

12:00 pm Suspicious person Briggs. Suspect detained and questioned by MPD. Subject released by DOCS
after questioning and escorted off campus. Report filed.

12:30 pm Suspicious person reported by maintenance ARAMARK service lane. Al & A3 responded. Suspect
not located.

5:09 pm Student's door in Glassell dorm torched. Report filed.

12:22 am Campus Safety officer found student's wallet Student contacted and wallet retreived intact
12:45 pm Student made verbal report of spoiler missing from her vehicle. Report pending.
1:50 pm Unauthorized distribution of flyers. Subiect located and escorted off campus with wamin.

1:50 pm Personal injury third floor W11ford. Student transported Baptist Central emergency by fellow
student.

5:20 pm Accident involving two Rhodes students on campus. Report filed.
7:20 pm Fire alarm New dorm. Campus safety responded. Cause of alarm was illegal removal of beeping

snoke detector. Detector replaced and system reset.
9:30 pm Student ejected from Rites of Spring for causing disturbances. AV also issued.
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Tenured professor resigns in midst of controversy
by jennifer Larson
Associate Editor

The list of faculty members leav-
ing Rhodes continues to grow. Among
the most recent additions to the list are
tenured religious studies professor
Valarie Ziegler, who resigned on March
28, and professors Joan Schmelz of the
physics department and Cary Holladay
of the English writing department,
whose contracts were both terminated
at:third year review.

In her resignation letter, Ziegler
wrote of her concern over "the present
climate at Rhodes," which included
"confusion generated by institutional
anxiety over the tenure cap, the now
year-long faculty trepidation over an-
nual evaluations, the frustration ofbe-
ing in captivity to student satisfaction
on the SIRs (down to the hundredth of
a point), and the continual necessity of

dealing with a dean's office that con-
fronts, demeans, and intimidates-but
seldom inspires-faculty..."

In a recent interview, Ziegler ex-
plained her reasons for resigning as a
tenured professor. Ziegler resigned af-
ter ten years at Rhodes even though she
had been happy teaching at a small
liberal arts college. "I had a really clear
vision of what a liberal arts college
is...and what it feels like when it's func-
tioning well. I decided that Rhodes
wasn't functioning well." She added
that-it bothered her that "turnover is
going to be constant."

Ziegler also cited her experience
as chair of the 1994-1995 tenure com-
mittee as part of her reason for resign-
ing. Ziegler commented that she felt
that she was treated abusively and or-
dered around, often subjected to con-
fronting or demanding memos.

She added that, during the entire

experience, she never confronted Dean
of Academic Affairs Mark McMahon,
making sure that she was deferential
and that she kept her work current.
Ziegler stated that she felt that she was
not allowed to function as autono-
mously as she would have liked because
someone was always watching over her
shoulder. "I feel like, in some ways, at
Rhodes, you are never allowed to be an
adult."

Among her concerns about the
state of Rhodes, Ziegler criticized the
trend toward term positions at Rhodes.
She also criticized the function ofevalu-
ations of the faculty: "Evaluations here
aren't to tell you how to be better.
They're punitive."

Ziegler also questioned the cur-
rent use of Student Instructional Re-
ports (SIRs). She maintained that, even
if Rhodes should eradicate SIRs from
its faculty evaluation process, she be-

lieved that Dean McMahon still wants
all faculty ranked "on a curve" as a
number comparable to the overall nu-
meral rankingthat is derived from ques-
tion 39 on the SIRs.

She said that the SIRs always
weighed on her mind, even though she
always got good reports and did not
face termination. A fear of the students
exists in the faculty, who often feel pow-
erless when confronted with SIRs. She
echoed the sentiments of Professor
Elizabeth Feder that the faculty fear
that if one student gets mad and marks
his or her SIR accordingly, "you won't
be excellent anymore." According to
Ziegler, at Rhodes, "I need everyone to
mark me down as excellent."

Ziegler also responded to the re-
cent issue of low faculty morale. She
challenges President Daughdrill to visit
Centre College to witness the high fac-
ulty morale that exists there. At Centre,
if someone does not receive tenure,
there is a general assumption that ev-
eryone has made a mistake somewhere
in the process. In comparison, Ziegler
felt that Rhodes' reaction to this situa-
tion would criticize such an assump-
tion as a lack of standards.

She felt that, despite her position
as a senior faculty member, "I'm just a
tenure slot to them-to be filled." She
admits that feelings among the faculty
that the administration is scornful of
them often fosters strong friendships
between the faculty, but she felt that she
could only take this for so long.

Ziegler's experience as a theolo-
gian and a practicing Christian did play
a role in her decision to resign. Ziegler
challenges everyone to read the plaque
in the Cloister of Palmer Hall that de-
dares the ideals that Rhodes is sup-
posed to uphold. She stated that the
legacy that everyone at Rhodes should
take from Benjamin Palmer, who sup-
ported both slavery and segregation,
would be to remember Rhodes' roots
and seek to do better.

Ziegler was concerned that Rhodes
has not been a leader in diversity. She
remembered her experience on search
committees in which the administra-
tion never actively sought to make
Rhodes more raciallydiverse. She stated
that she did not mean that she sup-
ported the hiring of minorities to the
exclusion of other candidates but that
she wished to see a more active plan to
increase diversity, citing the discrep-
ancy between the racial patterns of the
surroundingcity and the racial compo-
sition of Rhodes as a charge to increase
integration.

Yet Ziegler also emphasized the
positive side of her experience at
Rhodes. She maintained that the envi-
ronment, students, and facilities are all
valuable to the College. "Even with all
our troubles, it's a much better experi-
ence than going to a state school," she
added, comparing crowded lecture halls
to Rhodes mostly small classes.

She noted that she turned down
various job offers in the past, including
one from the University of Virginia

because shebelieved in Rhodes. "I didn't
want to leave Rhodes; I wanted to stay
here forever," Ziegler said. "It was a
hard decision for me."

She said that she made her deci-
sion when she realized that the situa-
tion was not going to change. "I'm not
bitter. I'm relieved." In her resignation
letter addressed to President Daughdrill,
she wrote, "I thank you for giving me
the opportunity to work at Rhodes."
Additionally, Ziegler stated that she
wanted to "thank everybody for letting
me be part of the Rhodes community."

Astronomy professor Joan
Schmelz's contract was terminated at
third year review, which means that
her contract expires. She stated that she
was informed by Dean McMahon that
she was "terminated for being an inef-
fective teacher."

Schmelz stated that she believed
that she was inexperienced rather than
ineffective, and she emphasized that
her SIR scores "were increasing expo-
nentially." She also questioned the va-
lidity of the decision to terminate her,
she stated that it was based on student
interviews and questionnaires of which
she had no knowledge.

Schmelz pointed to pages seven
and eight of Section III (Faculty Poli-
cies and Procedures) of the Rhodes
College Handbook which outlines the
standards for reappointment at third
year review. She read the following
passage: "At Rhodes a rating of 'fine,
competent performance' is normally
consistent with student ratings in the
50th or 60th percentile of the national
comparison group by discipline."

She noted that she is in compli-
ance with these standards, and that she
has the "highest rating possible in re-
search and service," and that she has
organized a national conference
(American Astronomical Society, solar
physics division) that will be held at
Rhodes this summer.

Schmelz added that, during her
third-year review meeting, "I was told
by the Dean, and I think this is a direct
quote, 'Joan, I think you are taking the
handbook a little too literally.'"

"I can confirm...they [the Rhodes
administration] are looking for any
weak chink in our armor," she stated.
She added that she wondered if there

-was a goal to get rid of tenure. When
asked for her response to Chancellor
Harlow's denial that Rhodes will abol-
ish tenure, made at the April 5
Chancellor's Roundtable, she contin-
ued that she doesn't believe "that
Rhodes will get rid of the already ten-
ured; they just won't tenure anyone
else."

Schmelz said that she did not yet
have any future plans. She stated that
she felt that Professor Cary Holladay's
case was similar to her own and that
they have been supportive of each other.
Holladay was unavailable for comment
at press time.

Editorial Note: DeanMcMahon's
response is available on pages 4 and 5 in
his Letters to the Editors.

Memorandum
To: Department Chairs
From: Mark McMahon
Date: 20 April 1988
Re: Evaluation and merit pay (cont'd)

W. Edwards deming is the individual who is frequently identified as the inspiration for the "Japanese miracle."
Deming, who contributed to the field of statistical quality control, is a management expert whose ideas were not fully
appreciated until they were "re-imported" from Japan. While Deming obviously does not have a monopoly on good
management methods and even thought I don't buy into everything he says, I do think that much of what he says about
evaluation and merit pay applies to Rhodes.
A recent book on Deming's ideas about management, written by Mary Walton with Deming's cooperation, identifies
"seven deadly diseases" of management, diseases that are "deeply entrenched... [and] potentially fatal unless corrected."
One of these diseases is in the area of "evaluation of performance, merit rating, or annual review." Ms. Walton (and
Deming) describe this disease and its "devastating" effects as follows:
"The popular management by objective (MBO) programs and management by the numbers fall in this category.
'Management by fear' would be a better name, suggests Dr. Deming. The effects, which are two-fold, are devastating.
"First, performance evaluations encourage short-term performance at the expense of long-term planning. They
discourage risk-taking, build fear, undermine teamwork, and pit people against each other for the same rewards. On
a team, it is difficult to tell who did what. The result is a company composed of prima donnas, of sparring fiefdoms.
People work for themselves, not for the company.
"Such evaluations, Dr. Demingsays, leave'people bitter, despondent, dejected, some even depressed, all unfit for work
for weeks after receipt of rating, unable to comprehend why they are inferior. It is unfair, as it ascribes to the people
in a group differences that may be caused totally by the system that they work in.'
"An insidious side effect [of these evaluations] is that they...increase reliance of numbers, Dr. Deming maintains.
Because they measure short-term results, there is a tendency to consider only evidence that can be counted...with no
consideration of..quality. Merit ratings also depend on the subjective judgment of supervisors. One's rating may vary
wildly, depending on the boss.
"Some supervisors dread making the judgments. One popular system requires them to assign ratings from one to five,
with a certain number of people at each leveL..
"Dr. Deming feels very strongly about the damage done by performance ratings....
'The ratings of people in a group by any numerical system whatever, whether itbe based on a single measure or whether
it be a composite or weighted index, whether it makes sense or not, will divide the people into three groups. A)People
outside the control limits on the bad side; B)people outside limits on the good side; C) the people between limits.
'Group A requires individual help. Group B, if there's anybody there-there may not be anybody in A or B-but if there
is, they require individual attention. Now, people in between the control limits must not be ranked. That is wrong, for
the same reason that it is costly, devastating to try to discover why a point within control limits is higher than another
one, or lower than another one. Differences within levels between the limits come from the system itself, not from the
people there. Everybody in group C should receive the same increase in pay or the same bonus. There is not rightful
diitinction between them...."

(Mary Walton, The Deming Management Method. [New York: Dodd; Mead & Co.. 1986] 90-92).

i Note: The above memo was written by then-Professor of Economics Mark McMahon following a lengthy memo (July
27, 7987, "RE: Evaluation and merit pay atRhodes") detailingproblems in thesystem thatin large part still exists atRhodes.
Both inemos were influenced by McMahon 's previous six-month tenure as Acting Associate Dean. For McMahon's current
views on the teacher evaluation and merit pay system at Rhodes, see his Letters to the Editors on pages 4-5. On the mnatter,
Chancellor David Harlow noted, "Maybe he's changed his mind."
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Letters to the Editors from Dean Mark McMahon
To the editors:
Chris Knight did an excellent job

of summarizing our conversation, and
I thank you for informative article on
the "Tenure Cap Issue" (March 22).
There are a few modifications and cor-
rections I'd like to make in spite of the
fact that the reporting was admirably
accurate. Also, since talking with Chris
I have found a brief history of the adop-
tion of the tenure cap that I am enclos-
ing for your information and use.

The March 1 meeting, which was,
indeed, regrettably canceled, was not
between the President and the candi-
dates for tenure. In accordance with
the College Handbook, I had scheduled
a meeting with each candidate for
March 1, thinking that the process
would be completed by then. Unfortu-
nately, for a combination of reasons
both internal and external, the process
was still incomplete on February 28.
Therefore, I notified each candidate of
the delay. While we always strive to let
candidates know on March 1, we can-
not and will not rush a decision in order
to meet that deadline. I acted prema-
turely when I scheduled these meetings
although this did not seem to be the
case at the time.

I have never heard President
Daughdrill say anything about a desire
to "lead the way" in the abolition of
tenure; indeed, all of my conversations
with him have been quite counter to
this reported comment. I do not be-
lieve that the President has any desire to
abolish tenure at Rhodes. On the other
hand, it is my personal belief that ten-
ure will not be around in its present
form in the United States in 20 years,
but this is a prediction about a national
change as opposed to a statement of
policy at Rhodes. Perhaps this is the
same kind of statement that was heard
by the faculty member who reported
the statement you quoted.

Some of what is reported in the
article regarding the third-year review
is, in fact, a blend of the third-year
review and the tenure review. For ex-
ample, there is a teaching committee
that operates much as described during
the tenure review, but not during the
third-year review. In addition, at the
time of tenure review during the
candidate's sixth year, the letter con-
taining the Faculty Tenure and Promo-
tion Committee's recommendations is
"passed on" from the Dean to theChan-
cellor and then to the President, but
each person in this chain also makes an
independent recommendation.

While there are other points in the
article that I would have described
somewhat differently (the third-year
review, the sixth-year review, and some
others), on the whole the article is, as I
said, quite accurate. I commend you
for your efforts and I appreciate the
opportunity to make these modifica-
tions.

Sincerely,
Marshall (Mark) E. McMahon
Dean of Academic Affairs

To the editors:
When the article on "High turn-

over" first appeared (March 29), my
impulse was to ignore the ludicrous
charges contained therein. Now this
nonsense has been given to the local
press, and at the April 5 Roundtable
meeting, I realized that some students
want to hear the other side. To the
extent that I can do so without violating
confidentiality, I will try to provide my
perspective on the situation.

While some of the charges are
stated in terms of "the Dean's Office,"
others mention me by name or title.
No matter how the allegations are
phrased, I accept full responsibility for
what I have done; after all, the actions
decried by some faculty were not taken
by an "office" or "the administration."

The first point I want to make is
that the vast majority of faculty at
Rhodesaredoingamarvelousjob. Most
of our faculty have worked hard to get
to this point in their careers and invest
themselves heavily in what they do.
Therefore, to be told that they are per-
forming at a "fine, competent" level is
frequently taken to be an insult; and for
someone to be told that he or she needs
improvement is perceived to be de-
structive of morale. Partly because of
this faculty have not always received
honest evaluations.

Although some deprtment chairs
are very good at evaluating the faculty
in their departments honestlyand fairly,
others are not. There have been in-
stances in which chairs have told me
that someone in his or her department
is not really as effective a teacher or as
accomplished a scholar as the rating
submitted would indicate. In one re-
markable instance I was even told by
the chair that the ratings he/she sub-
mitted for a facultymember were higher
than could really be defended because
the chair thought his/her role as a men-
tor was to mention only the positives in
an evaluation. When pushed for an
explanation of ratings that are admit-
tedly higher than earned, the answer is
inevitably stated in terms of the need to
maintain collegial relations and/or fac-
ulty morale. If true, this is averydamn-
ing indictment of a community that is
supposed to be devoted to truth; if the
price of truth isa loss of collegial atmo-
sphere and faculty morale, then some-
thing is terribly wrong.

Unfortunately, I have not only
offended some faculty with my annual
evaluations of their work, there are other
actions I have taken in the interest of
giving realistic feedback and encourag-
ing the improvement of teaching that
have been interpreted as confronta-
tional and negative. I will cite two
examples.

Early in the current academic year
I sent letters to some faculty expressing
"concern about the student evaluations
of your teaching" and offering "some
help asyouworkto improve your teach-
ing." I went on to say, "As you know,
student evaluationsofteaching are very

important at Rhodes. A faculty
member's colleagues are clearlythe best
judges of the knowledge that a faculty
member takes into the classroom and
are therefore the best sources of infor-
mation about this obviously crucial as-
pect of teaching. On the other hand,
students are the best source ofinforma-
tion about what they themselves per-
ceive to be happening in the classroom
and the extent to which the teacher is
helping them learn the material. To
date, your students have not been as
enthusiastic about your classes as we
would like them to be, but this does not
mean that you cannot change students'
perceptions of and reports on your
teaching. There are a number of pres-
entlyvery successful teachers at Rhodes
who started at a level below our expec-
tations and, by focusing on what stu-
dentswere tryingto tell them, improved
their teaching and therefore their stu-
dent evaluations." I then offered a
means for them to receive some help,
first in interpreting the student evalua-
tions and then by putting them in touch
with a facutly member who might serve
as a real mentor.

Later in the semester, I also wrote
the chairs ofdepartments in which there
were faculty who had not yet com-
pleted their Ph.D.'s. In this letter, I
asked for an update on the faculty
member's progress toward the degree
and the name of someone at the facutly
member's Ph.D. institution who could
confirm this progress. This informa-
tion is important because we have a
policy about the completion of the ter-
minal degree: "Normally, probation-
ary faculty will not be reappointed be-
yond the second year if they have not
earned the appropriate terminal de-
gree." This is a sensible policy for
Rhodes and creates a reasonable incen-
tive for the faculty member.

These two letters, along with what
I consider to be honest annual evalua-
tions, have been seen by some as hostile
acts, as confrontational, negative and
demeaning. I genuinely regret that, but
I still believe that I did the right thing.

While I realize that some people
will see my statement as yet another
example of"sanctimonious" commen-
tary, the fact is that I believe that every
individual deserves to be respected be-
cause he or she is a child of God. For
me, however, respect is not shown by
being dishonest in my dealings with
people, indudingthe evaluation oftheir
performance. Respect is shown by a
certain level of courtesy, of course; but
it is also shown by being honest. When
people perform well, they should be
told that. When their performance is
not up to the standards, they need to be
told that and offered as much help as
possible. Perhaps this is the result of
my own life experiences in which the
people who have taught me the most
were honest about my performance,
both the successes and the failures, be-
cause they genuinely wanted me to do
better. This is preciselywhat I tryto do.

The allegation that I believe it is a
faculty member's duty to make' every
student "happy" and the related allega-
tion that the only way to receive excel-
lent studentevaluations isto give good
grades, cater to students' baser instincts
and engage in self-censorship, would
be humorous if theywere not so mean-
spirited and slanderous ofboth Rhodes
students and the faculty who receive
excellent student evaluations. There is
no credible evidence to support these
claims; and I certainly do not believe
that it is a faculty member's job to make
every, or even any student "happy" or
"comfortable" in the pejorative sense
implied. If the entire campus could see
the relative standing of every faculty
member at Rhodes who ranked by the
evaluations students give them, the
absurdity of these tired excuses would
be abundantly clear.

At the April 5 Roundtable, several
students complained that the adminis-
tration doesn't listen to them, and some
even suggested that the administrations
does not listen to the evaluation of
faculty by their peers. Wouldn't it be
ironic if it were the case that a faculty
member were leaving precisely because
the administration had listened to the
faculty member's students and col-
leagues! Of course, members of the
administration cannot comment on
why faculty members are leaving, so we
would have to remain silent while be-
ing berated for not listening. Fortu-
nately, some students understand this
and were courageous enough to say so
at the meeting.

We were also told at the
Roundtable that faculty members are
afraid to speak out because for fear of
losing their jobs. This fear is totally
unfounded, but, of course, we cannot
effectively refute the charge because it
inevitably comes down to, "Well, what
about Professor X who was 'fired' (or
denied tenure or whatever) for speak-
ing out?" Once again, we run into the
same problem: we cannot comment
on why someone is leaving or doesn't
receive tenure, and our silence is taken
to be an admission of the accusation.

Actually, in the current environ-
ment, the facultywho reallyhave some-
thing to fear are those who express
disagreement with the view that the
administration doesn't respect the fac-
ulty, the administration is confronta-
tional, etc. There are faculty who dis-
agree but who fear the very powerful
threat of ostracism by their "colleagues."
Again, this is a very damning indict-
ment of a community that is supposed
to be devoted to the search for truth.

I accepted the position of Acting
Dean, and then as Dean, of Academic
Affairs with full knowledge that doing
what needed tobe done would be pain-
ful and unpopular. If for no other
reason (and there areothers), with pro-
bationary faculty numbering more than
twice the number of open tenured po-
sitions, some difficult decisions were
going to have to be made. Not every-

one would be "happy." If one canio "

accept a position with fullagreement to
abide by the rules, then one should not,
accept the position. I accepted the po-:
sition and agreed to work within the
limits imposed. •

I truly regret that some of my col-
leagues are so bitter towards me, espe-.
cially since I do care about them and,
have tried my best to be helpful. But I
take some comfort in the fact that those
who knowenough to make an informed:
judgment feel that I have been of ser-
vice to Rhodes while being both fair.:
and honest in my dealings with people.
When I accepted this position, that was
my goal. It remains my goal for the
future.

Sincerely,
Marshall (Mark) E. McMahon

To the editors:
Thank you for the opportunity to

respond to the comments of Professors
Ziegler and Schmelz. Unfortunately,
the comments you gave me are the
equivalent of"sound bites." The issues
are far more complicated than sug-
gested in these snippets, so my responses
are a bit verbose.

In essence, you asked me if, as
Professor Ziegler is reported to have
stated, "the Dean is determined to put
the faculty on a curve (regarding the
ranking of faculty on SIR scores from
one to five)." Given the way this is
stated, the implication is that this is a
bad thing. In order to address this
criticism, I need to explain both how
the ratings for teaching are determined
and why the resulting "curve" is, in my
opinion, neither a bad thing nor avoid-
able.

The documents from which I work
in evaluating performance are the Col-
legeHandbookand a paperentitled"Fac-
ulty Salary Administration at Rhodes."
The latter document, which is available
to all faculty on the College Informa-
tion Volume, delineates the guidelines
for rating teaching.

Theassignmentofratingsinteach..
ing begins with a division into quintiles
ofevery Rhodes faculty member's aver-
age score on the global question that....
relates to the quality of instruction.....
(where a faculty member's "average
score" is the mean of the mean scores in
the classes evaluated in the previous
calendar year). The faculty member's
"quintile rating" (with a 5 assigned to
the faculty in the highest quintile, a 1 to
the faculty in the lowest quintile, and a
similar assignment for those in between)
is given to the faculty member and the
faculty member's chair. The faculty
member and the chair are asked to use
this information in making their evalu-
ations. In the words of the guidelines,
"This 'quintile rating' is a first step only.
It is designed to assure that students'
input regarding the relative merits of
different faculty is given serious and

coninued on next page
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condtined from page 4
careful consideration by the faculty
member, the department chair and the
dean. It serves to temper natural feel-
ings of collegiality in assigning ratings
for teaching. It contributes to the de-
velopment of a meaningful spread be-
tween workthat is meritorious and work
that needs significant improvement. "

. The self evaluations of each fac-
ulty member and the chair's evalua-
tions of each faculty member are sent to
the dean who "considers all the SIR
data, the quintile rating, the self-evalu-
ation, the department chair's rating,
and any additional appropriate infor-
mation before forming an opinion
about the teaching rating to be recom-
mended to the Chancellor and the Presi-
dent. Ratings that differ by no more
than one unit from the quintile ratings
may be accepted as long as the depart-
ment chair and the dean are persuaded
that there is substantial evidence for the
exception. Ratings that differ by more
than one unit are extremely rare and
difficult to support. There must be a
preponderance of evidence in favor of
such a deviation from the quintile rat-
ing, and it must be approved by the
Chancellor and the President."

With that in mind, let me call your
attention to the language of the Hand-
book (pages III-6 - III-7) regarding the
meaning of the ratings assigned. (The
information below is taken from the
Handbook, but not verbatim.)

* A rating of "truly outstanding
performance" is reserved for perfor-
mance that consistently far exceeds the
expected leveland is clearly exceptional.
Such a rating is rarely achieved.

* A rating of "unusually effective
performance" is given for performance
that consistently exceeds expectations.
Performance at this level is unusualand
markedly exceeds the fine, competent
performance level.

* A rating of "fine, competent per-
formance" is given forperformance that
consistently meets, and sometimes ex-
ceeds, expectations. Most experienced
faculty members' performance would
fall in this category.

* A rating of"needs some improve-
merit" is given for performance that
usually (but not always) meets the nor-
mal requirements.

r A rating of "needs much im-
provement" is given for performance
that is unsatisfactory overall in meeting
expectations.

While "unusual" and "rarely" are
not stated in the lowest two ratings, I
take the terms to be implicitly associ-
ated with these ratings. Given that,you
might consider for yourself whether or
not the terms in the Handbookimply"a
curve": "rarely, unusual, most, unusual,
and rarely."

The method I have employed spe-
cifically in rating teaching in order to
conform to this language has been ex-
plained to the faculty in a memoran-

* dumaddressed to department chairs to

be shared with department faculty. This
year, as last year, the ratings for teach-
ing were based on both the quintile
rankings at Rhodes and the national,
discipline-specific decile rankings, us-
ing the average score on the summary
question on quality of teaching. In
particular, to qualify for a rating of
"outstanding" in teaching, a faculty
member's average score had to be in the
top 20% at Rhodes andin the top 10%
of the discipline nationally. A rating of
"unusually effective" required an aver-
age score in the top 40% at Rhodes and
the top 20% nationally. A rating of
"fine, competent performance" covered
a wide range of scores as, in my opin-
ion, it should. The minimum qualifi-
cation for this rating is an average score
in the top 80% (above the bottom 20%)
at Rhodes and in the top 50% nation-
ally. At a minimum, a rating of"needs
some improvement" required being
above the bottom 30% nationally.
There were a few exceptions based on
the recommendations made by chairs
that were supported with credible evi-
dence.

The effect of applying the two-
part criterion isadistribution of ratings
in teaching that is bell shaped, but not
symmetrical. About 16% of the faculty
received a rating of "truly outstand-
ing," about 22% received a rating of
unusually effective," about 41% re-
ceived a rating of"fine, competent per-
formance," and about 21% were told
that their teaching needed some degree
of improvement.

Having explained "the rules," let
me now turn to the question of whether
or not "putting the faculty on a curve"
is a bad thing. (Of course, no matter
what the rules, excluding the unaccept-
able rule that everybody receives the
same rating, there will be a "distribu-
tion" of scores that results. If this is
what is meant by "putting the faculty
on a curve," it is inevitable. I point this
out because some faculty believe that
everybody should get the same rating,
and I don't know whether Professor
Ziegler shares this belief or not.)

We have very high expectations of
ourselves (as well as of our students),
and the vast majority of Rhodes faculty
are doing very well, indeed, in every
area (i.e., scholarship and service as
well as teaching). Since we do have high
expectations and exceptional colleagues
with whom we are compared in the
annual evaluation process, a judgment
that our performance "consistently
meets, and sometimes exceeds,... ex-
pectations," should be considered high
praise.

Furthermore, given that (1) no
evaluation process is perfect and (2) it
is always going to be difficult to distin-
guish among the vast majority of our
very fine faculty, perhaps the best we
can hopeto do is to identifythose whose
performance truly stands out as either
above or below the high level of the vast
majority in any given year in each ofthe
three areas of evaluation. This implies

that the performance of the majority of
faculty should be rated as"fine, compe-
tent performance." However, those
whose performance is above the high
level expected should be recognized for
their unusual accomplishments and
those whose performance is below our
high expectations should be told that
improvement is needed. This is one of
the purposes of a merit system.

There are, without a doubt, nega-
tive aspects associated with any merit
pay system, not the least of which is the
"discouragement" factor. As has been
noted may times, almost everyone be-
lieves he or she is better than average; so
when someone receives a rating that he
or she interprets as" notabove average"
or "only average" (or, even more, "be-
low average") it is going to be unpleas-
ant. I know of no way around this.
Although it is not really an option an
Rhodes, even if everyone were to re-
ceive the same rating and raise (ratings
determine raises) there would still be
those who, having done much more
than expected, would be "discouraged."

Given the way the system works,
there will always be above- and below-
average ratings and raises. If we recog-
nize that we have an outstanding fac-
ulty and that each person is compared
with the other members of this out-
standing faculty in the process ofevalu-
ation, then being judged as performing
at the "fine, competent" level in any
area-as meeting very high expecta-
tions for that are-isactuallygood Like-
wise, receivingan overall average rating
(i.e., the weighted mean of the ratings
in all three categories) of "fine, compe-
tent performance" and, consequently,
a raise equal to the average, is not dis-
paraging.

But, what would happen if we rec-
ognized that Rhodes does have an ex-
ceptional faculty and simply inflated
the ratings by giving a large number of
ratings of "unusually effective" and
"truly outstanding," say for example,
giving one-third of the faculty each of
these ratings and one-third of the fac-
ulty a rating of "fine, competent per-
formance" (essentially never assigning
ratings that indicate some degree of
improvement is needed)? Since ratings
do determine raises, in this case a fac-
ulty member who received an overall
average of "unusually effective" would
receive only an average raise, and aver-
age rating of "fine, competent perfor-
mance" would mean no raise. This is
not a hypothetical situation; it actually
happened in the raises given for the
1993-94 academic year (based on per-
formance in the calendar year 1992).
Those who received a pat on the back in
the form of an overall rating of "fine,
competent performance" were "re-
warded" with no increase in pay! And
those who were told that they had been
"unusually effective" were "rewarded"
with an average increase. This is about
as good an example of mixed messages
as you are likely to find, and there would
be (there were, in fact) a lot of discour-

aged people. (Need I also point out that
never giving ratings that indicate some
improvement is needed is not realistic,
especially when the expectations are
high?)

For the reasons stated in the previ-
ous five paragraphs, I have encouraged
the use of the ratingof"fine, competent
performance" for and by faculty, and I
have followed this practice myself. Simi-
larly, I believe that ratings of "truly
outstanding" and"unusuallyeffective"
should be used sparingly. If this is what
is meant by "putting the faculty on a
curve," then it is true that I have done
so.

Secondly,you reported to me: "Dr.
Schmelz said that when she had cited
portions of the College Hankbook (pp.
11-7 and III-8) regarding acceptable
SIR score levels for the third-year re-
view to you that you had responded by
telling her that she was taking the Hand-
book too literally." This one can be
answered with fewer words, but it is a
bit more treacherous because it involves
a confidential conversation. I will do
the best I can to address an essential
point while not violating confidential-
ity. As is so often the case, an individual
faculty member is at liberty to report
whatever he or she desires in such a
matter, but a representative of the Col-
lege is quite a bit more restricted.

The question at issue was the out-
come of a third-year review as "pre-
scribed by" the Handbook. My point
was, in part, that there are two state-
ments, taken from the Handbook, that
are the "operative" statements relative
to the outcome of a third-year review:
"If the third year review is negative, the
faculty member's fourth year will be a
terminal year," and "If the record in
any area is problematic, the reappoint-
ment decision will normally be nega-
tive, leading to a terminal fourth year
contract." Professor Schmelz made a
comment relating to another statement
in the relevant section that she thought
was prescriptive, and I did, indeed, say
something like what she reportedly said
to you. As I recall, I also pointed out to
her that she was focusing on only one
statement from this section and that
the statement she quoted was not the
operative statement.

While I feel free to repeat those
portions of our conversation that had
to do with interpreting the Handbook
in responding to Professor Schmelz's
comment, I cannot be as specific as you
would like me to be. In the third-year
review, we not only carefully examine
the record created by the standard stu-
dent evaluations over the previous five
semesters, we also collect confidential
written evaluations of the faculty
member's teaching from his/her stu-
dents and colleagues, of the faculty
member's scholarship from his/her col-
leagues, and of his/her service from
advisees as well as colleagues. All of the
information that is provided from these
various sources is discussed in the meet-
ing that doses the third-year review,

without disclosing the particular
source(s) of the information. The pro-
fessor reviewed is free to comment pub-
lidcly on that review, even to cite selec-
tively from what was said, because it is
part ofhis/her private personnel record.
However, my problem in addressing
you implied question (Why would you
say such a thing?) more specifically than
I have is that I cannot reveal the context
in which that statement was made or
the particular topic of our discussion.

In dosing, I want to assure you
that we try very hard to evaluate faculty
both fairly and rigorously, and I think
we accomplish both. The third-year
review in particular is an important
step in the process that culminates in
the granting of tenure, the granting of a
lifetime contract. Keeping in mind that
the idea is to tenure only the very best,
if there are any problems in the third-
year review that suggest that the out-
come of the tenure decision is likely to
be negative, then the best outcome of
the third-year review is to halt the
progress toward tenure ("if the record
in any area is problematic, the reap-
pointment decision will normally be
negative, leading to a terminal fourth
year contract").

The Faculty Executive Commit-
tee (FEC), made up of four members of
the faculty (one elected from each of
the four academic divisions of the Col-
lege), advises the Dean of Academic
Affairs on a number of important top-
ics. One of the main topics of the many
discussions I have had with the FEC
this year has been on the application of
the standards for reappointment after
the third-year review, without refer-
ence to any particular cases. I shared
with the faculty members of the FEC
my feeling about the the third-year re-
view, and there was agreement that the
standards should be rigorously applied
in the third-year review and that no one
should be renewed beyond the fourth
year "if the record in any area is prob-
lematic." I don't believe that there is
any serious disagreement between the
faculty and the administration that we
need to make harddecisions early, that
there is nothing to be gained by post-
poning doing so.

Sincerely,
Marshall (Mark) E McMahon
Dean of Academic Affairs
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Students Form Group to Discuss FacutlyTurnover
by Rob Marus
Associate Editor

A group of students has formed,
grown, and taken several major actions
in the weeks following the initial an-
nouncements of tenure decisions and
terminations and resignations of sev-
eral faculty members. This group pre-
sented their views and a major petition
signed by 540 students at the most re-
cent Chancellor's Roundtable meeting
on Wednesday, 5 April, in the Orgill
Room.

The crowd for the meeting was
unusually large for a Roundtable dis-
cussion, according to many students
who have attended several previous ses-
sions of the Roundtable. "Compared
to past meetings, this one was huge,"
explained sophomore Student Assem-
bly Representative J. Frank Day. Esti-
mates for the standing-room-only
crowd ranged from 150 to 200, the vast
majority of whom were students. "This
is the first Roundtable I've been to,"
explained sophomore Tanvir Hussain,
"and everyone here seems to be pretty
riled up over this tenure thing." Many
other students there expressed the fact
that they were there because of the de-
bates over tenure, the rash of recent
faculty terminations, and evaluation of
SIR's (student evaluation reports offac-
ulty).

The presentation of a special Stu-
dent Assembly report on the SIR's,
authored by junior Jacob Abraham and
other students, was the main focus of
the Roundtable meeting, and met with
approving comments from many stu-
dents in attendance. However, the
above-mentioned student group used
the discussion as an occasion to present
their concerns and the petion which
called for the administration to address
four things: 1) the desire to form a
group of students and faculty which
would discuss the problems with ten-
ure, evaluation, and faculty morale; 2)
to give that group real policy-making

power; 3) to "strongly support the
changes promoted by the Student As-
sembly on the SIR's; and, 4) to "ask
every element of the College to reaffirm
its commitment to the mission state-
ment of Rhodes, namely community,
self-governance, and the best educa-
tion each student can receive. Sopho-
more Rob Robinson gave a prepared
statement about the petition during
discussion time at the Roundtable meet-
ing and then presented copies of the
petition to Chancellor Harlow as well
as other administrators present.

The group had written the peti-
tion and solicited the 540 signatures in
the space of 48 hours as a response to
their confronation at last month's
Roundtable meeting. Sophomore John
Weeden, a member of the group, ex-
plained that "we [the group that then
numbered about 10 concerned stu-
dents] presented our ideas at the last
Roundtable and were pretty much
blown off as a fringe group by several
administrators there. Their response
then was pretty much 'go away, little
kids, let us handle it.' So we decided to
prove that our concerns were shared by
a substantial number of students."
According to Weeden, the group
formed mainly of history majors in ini-
tial response to the high rate of turn-
over in the History Department three
weeks ago. These students wrote an
"Open Letter to the Faculty" which
appeared in the March 29 edition of the
Sou'wester. However, since then sev-
eral other students have joined the as-
of-yet unnamed group and, according
to Weeden, the number of students
coordinating the group's efforts cur-
rently numbers "about fifteen." Ac-
cording to Robinson, another charter
member of the group and author of the
petition, the overriding concern of the
group is "faculty morale. The faculty
feel that their input into major policy
decisions of the College and even their
own departments is extremely limited,

but many of them are afraid to even say
whythey feel that way." Hefeltthatthis
was the major threat to the College's
well-being that prompted the group's
formation and subsequent action: "If
teachers keep leaving, our reputation
will decrease." However, Robinson
added that "We're not looking to launch
an attack on the Administration. We
want to work together with them to
resolve these probems which seem to
currentlybe at the forefront ofthe minds
of the students and faculty. However,
right now [after the group's initial con-
frontation at last month's Chancellor's
Roundtable], we are grinding to a halt
as far as administrative cooperation
goes."

After the gathering of the signa-
tures and the presentation at the April
5 meeting of the Roundtable, however,
the group's spokespeople seemed to be
more optimistic. "We think it went a
lot better than the last one," Weeden
said. "It seemed a lot more focused;just
the fact that there were so many people
there seemed great for our cause. We

felt like we were not getting answers
after the last [Chancellor's Roundtable];
we understand that that's just not the
kind of thing that happens at Rhodes
when it comes to administrative re-
sponses to student concerns. They got
the point this time that we are serious
and represent the concerns of a large
number of students. You get the sense
that you were being listened to more
[than at the last Roundtable meeting];
but, at the same time it was a challenge
to keep going farther and pressing our
concerns." Weeden was referring to
the fact that Chancellor Harlow used
the presenation ofthe petition as a segue
into the presentation of the
Roundtable's other official topic for
discussion that night: "Problems With
Communication in the Rhodes Com-
munity," directed by Helen Watkins
Norman, Assistant to the President for
College Relations. He also noted the
lackofadministrative response to state-
ments made at the meeting. "They
didn't really answer anything, but they
still realized that we are a force to be

reckoned with. Usually at these things
Dean [of Academic Affairs Mark]
McMahon is all over someone with a
concern with reasons why the College
has made such-and-such a decision.
This time he was very reticent."

Weeden said that the group's plans
include a meeting on Thursday of this
week with McMahon to discuss their
concerns and action upon them, and
possibly another such meeting with
Chancellor Harlow in the future. He
also mentioned that the group was plan-
ning on a "SIR Awareness Campaign"
at the end of the year that would advise
students on exactly how their SIR's are
evaluated and potential probems with
such evaluation.

Harlow and McMahon were both
contacted for statements regarding their
reactions to the group, the petition,
and the Aprl 5 Roundtable meeting.
McMahon explained that he was
swamped and could notgive a thought-
ful response before deadline for this
article. Harow did not respond to the
request for a statement.

Capricorn releases sample disc
by James Spears
Staff Correspondent

There exists the idea that a band's
quality can be measured by the label it
is on. Labels like Sub Pop, Dischord
and Mammoth have the reputation for
having a certain "sound" or type of
music.

The sample CD from Capricorn
Records, entitled Star Maps 2 Blocks
contains a sampling from groups un-
der the Capricorn label as well as from
their sister blues label, Fat Possum
Records. The Capricorn "sound" is
relatively mainstream college rock.

The bands on the sampler include
Cake, with their upbeat song "Jolene"
from the album "Motorcade of Gener-

osity";31 l,withapreviouslyreleased-
and slightly better-version of"Omaha
Stylee"; Hayride, with thesong"Jlibber"
from their album "Smelly Old Cat";
Sordid Humor, with the track "Hat
Song" from the album "Light Music for
Dying People"; Widespread Panic's
"Raise the Roof" from the album "Ain't
Life Grand"; and finally Vigilantes of
Love, with their song off the album
"Welcome to Struggleville" called "Last
to Know."

Fat Possum Records promises to
beagreatblueslabel,withR.LBurnside
giving a classic and stellar "old-style"
blues performance. From the moment
the track starts, cldean steel guitar and a
dirty whiskey voice blend to create an
impressive and soulful account of the

classic blues theme of lost, well, any-
thing.

Capricorn has already established
itself as a rock label, and the bands 311
and Widespread Panic continue to
strengthen this conception with their
rising popularity. And with bands like
Cake and Sordid Humor, the record
label will probably continue to thrive.

If you are not familiar with any
bands offthe Capricorn label, then buy
this album. It is what they want you to
do. If you want to hear a sampling of
the siblings to bands like 311, then buy
this record. However, if you can find
this disc at a used record store for about
four dollars, and want to hear some
decent rock and blues, buy this album.
You may not regret it.

Long to Stage "Docudrama" in Blount

Iv Mcnaes Long, caassor w/,percnea
on his bed and eagerly answered my
questions about his docudrama, "Lost,"
after a sleepless night of hanging out.

*~r Why a docudrama? Over Christ-
mas break, "I did nine interviews," says
Long. "I felt like getting rid of feelings

0- of hopelessness that I needed to ex-
a press."
: Long's personal and artistic search
- led him to interview different people

Sabout their experiences with drugs, sex,
:: violence, and life.in general. Then,
:: transcribing word for word the inter-
2 views to paper, he produced a-text of-

broken monologues. When asked whet
: the work is about, Long claimed the

work to be centered around "Self-in-
flicted isolation. Isolation...finding out

: who you are."
"I did this just forthe sake ofdoing

ili iiii iAiiii il something." Tired ofcoming home af-

ter work or partying and just wasting
more time, Long felt the need to pro-
duce "something real."

The play features five young men
rangingin age from 15to21. The main
focus of the documentary is a character
named King, whose storyincludes such
tales as his encounter with Satan, his
experience with LSD and his first sexual
encounter.

"This is real. Nothing about this is
artificial," says Long. As mentioned
above, the words are taken directly from
the taped interviews. Each interviewee
picked a pseudonym to serve as his
character's name. The final product,
when staged, runs about an hour and
fifteen minutes.

Performances will be heldThurs-
Sday, April 20 and Friday, April 21 in
Blount Auditorium. Both shows are at
8.00 p.m. The cast consists of first-year
student Henry Murphy as King; first-
year Ron Newlin as Leonard; first-year
Dave Wells as Georgie-Porgie; sopho-

more John Allison as Thomas; and Long
as Grey. The production is directed by
Long with assistance from Julie Ander-
son. Admission is $1, which will go to
an on-campus charity.

!! by Henry Murphy
SStaff Correspondent
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Students, faculty committees question evaluations
Continued from page 1
-mittee had numerous recommenda-
tions to make. To provide more "depth
and detail that numerical responses sim-
ply cannot provide," the report recom-
mends that a narrative form, similar to
the blue sheets given out with the SIRs,
be used in the evaluation process. These
narrative responses would be seen only
by the Dean, so that students could feel
free to be honest with their opinions. In
addition, the report suggests using the
Academic Volume as a "drop-box" for
student comments throughout the year.
This would enable students to make
suggestions or complaints anony-
mously, and it would also give profes-
sors feedback during the course, in-
stead of at the end of the course.

One problem with the use of the
SIRs for evaluation, pointed out by the
report, is that the quintile rating scale
used on the SIRs (a scale of 1 to 5;
l=poor, 5=outstanding) is then con-
verted by the Office of Academic Af-
fairs to the scale in the Handbook, a
much more specific and uniform set of
ratings that can not be properly corre-
lated with the SIRs scale. The report

recommends useofthe Handbookscale,
but also recommends that the scale be
based on 0.25 increments, giving stu-
dents more of a range to make their
evaluations.

Some professors have expressed
concern over the possibility that a few
disgruntled students could throw off
SIRs results, especially in smaller classes.
To counter this, the student report sug-
gests using a statistical filter called the
"Q test" to week out aberrant scores
from the mean. They also suggest using
a standard narrative form, as opposed
to quantitative forms like the SIRs, to
evaluate smaller, "statistically unreli-
able" classes.

The report also points out that in
using the SIRs, Rhodes faculty are be-
ing compared with "two-year colleges,
Bible colleges, and vocational schools."
None of the comparative liberal arts
colleges in the "nifty-fifty" use the SIR
as an evaluation device.

Another concern about using stu-
dent evaluations is that students may
not take their role in the process seri-
ously. To prevent this, the report makes
several recommendations. The report

suggests that the students' role in this
process be discussed during Orienta-
tion, just as the Honor Code and other
issues are explained. The also recom-
mend that the evaluations be adminis-
tered by members of the Honor Coun-
cil, SRC, and Student Government.
Furthermore, the report suggests that
statistical error could result in differ-
ences in the timing of the evaluations;
therefore, the committee recommends
that 20 minutes be allotted at the begin-
ning of class for the evaluations.

Finally, the report recommends
that students be allowed to approve
whatever evaluative tool is selected by
the administration.

The faculty Ad Hoc Committee
on Evaluation began a year ago, in an
effort "to develop a fairer, more com-
prehensive system of evaluation, in par-
ticular ofteaching, than is now in place,"
according to Dr. Gail Streete, chair of
the Committee. According to their re-
port, the committee surveyed faculty
members in all departments to gain a
consensus opinion on how teaching
should be evaluated. All departments,
with the exception of International

Studies, replied to the survey.
The faculty report reaffirmed the

four primary categories of teaching
evaluation that were already in place;
content expertise, instructional deliv-
ery, course design, and course manage-
ment. The report gives equal weight to
the first three, at 30% each, with the last
weighing 10%.

The report goes on to state the
faculty consensus as to who or what are
the best "first-hand sources" for the
evaluation. For content expertise, peer
faculty, as well as the department chair,
were chosen as the best sources. In in-
structional delivery, studentswere given
100% responsibility as the source of
evaluation. Course design and course
management would be evaluated by
peers, chairs, and students, with each
group having different weight in the
evaluation process.

Even though the committees
worked separately, Dr. Streete kept in
contact with the student committee,
and said "while the faculty committee
as a whole needs more time to study the
student report, we recommend the ef-
fort and seriousness that went into pro-

ducing it, and are in general very pleased
that the two reports coincide in many
areas."

The issues these two committees
raise, as to the validity of the current
evaluation process, are not new. Asso-
ciate Professor of Mathematics Steve
Gadbois has data of incorrect responses
to SIRs questions from his classes from
1985 to the present. There are cases
where as much as 51% of the class
answered the question incorrectly (for
example, a student would rate the out-
side readings or labs when there were
none). Gadbois is concerned that, if
students are answering these questions
carelessly, they. may be doing the same
on questions which come into play in
the third-year and tenure reviews, such
as the oft-mentioned SIR question #39
in which a student assigns an overall
rating to a professor.

In an e-mail message, Gadbois
state that "I passed these figures on to
Dean McMahon during the fall of 1993
after briefly mentioning them in one of
the President's discussion sessions, but
I never got any response from him or
any other administrator."
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Administration responds...
SContinued from page 1

1Baker and Hahn would remain with the
11.. college.
II
I He further characterized faculty
Sinput on filling faculty positions as"sig-

nificant" and detailed the hiring pro-
cess in which search committees are

J formed by the department, including a
member from outside the department,
noting that there is a "standing guid-
ance to be sensitive to minorities....
They are advised to look for minorities
for these positions." He noted that
some search committee members at-
tend annual conferences in the disci-
pline and that they write and post no-
tices of openings and invite candidates
to Rhodes. The search committee then
recommends a candidate to the Dean
and "then the Dean will make the deal
with the candidate, will negotiate sal-
ary, negotiate moving costs.... I don't
think that he has not accepted [the
search committee recommendation] in
any instances. I think it is rare and he
probably has a discussion with them as
to why.... 'Is there a minority?' I'm
sure he asks that question. If it's in a
department where there's ideology is-
sues....'are we having cookie cutters in
the departmentr... Ifeverybody's lib-
eral, or like in IS, where they're all
conservatives, can we get a liberal in
there rm sure that he has those con-
versations rm sure he discusses those

In 1990, President Daughdrill was
reported in a Memphis magazine ar-

ticle, entitled "Rocky Rhodes" and writ-
ten by Gabrielle Maxey, as saying "he
would ask the college's board of trust-
ees to adopt a resolution that says 'the
screening of [potential job] candidates
according to their political views is both
a violation of academic freedom and an
affront ot the spirit of the First Amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution; there-
fore, it should not be done in the course
of any faculty hiring, promotion, or
tenure decision at Rhodes College."'
Information as to whether the Board
adopted the resolution was unavailable
at the time that this article was written.

"What are untenured faculty afraid
of?" asked Harlow about the subject of
academic freedom. "Understanding
how the tenure process works, there's a
hell of a lot more opportunity for col-
leagues to do in somebody. That's what
they're afraid of... I think that they are
nastier towards each other than any-
body else is nasty towards them...
Freedom of speech is protected by the
First Amendment, so you don't need to
say that you need academic freedom."

He cited an example of an
untenured faculty member who had
spoken openly at a Roundtable a num-
ber of years ago about intimidation
that he felt from students and then
remained quiet at the next Roundtable,
later telling the Chancellor that he had
been told to keep quiet by some of his

Harlow reaffirmed that the ad-
ministration was not going to abolish

tenure and noted "that statement has
never been made." He said about the
high faculty turnover this year that "I
think we're going to live, I think we're
going to get through it."

The author wishes to thank Welch
Suggs and Jamie Bogner for their help
with the interviews
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More letters from Dean Mark "Papa Smurf" McMahon
To the Editors:

I am writing to congratulate Chris
Knight on his fine articles about the
tenure issue recently and to simulta-
neously berate him as an unethical,
blithering idiot who should be tortured
by the ghost of Horace Greeley until his
dying day for violating my (albeit un-
trained) sense of journalistic integrity.
However, in the belief that we are all
God's children (but especially Presby-
terians) I am willing to offer some con-
structive criticism in order to edify and
enlighten his wayward soul, rather than
merely offering my usual "you're dead
wrong and I'm about to give you four
reasons just why, dammit!" diatribe
(heretofore employed quite liberally at
Chancellor's Roundtable meetings).

First of all, these articles have not
been entirely "accurate." You will no-
tice that I like to use"quotation marks."

Top ten
most

annoying
things

about Rites
of Spring:

10. That damned Social
ommission.
*Where were the
kastafarians?

. The smell in the Quad:
as it new mulch and

ertilizer or was it puke?
. Unavailability of barf
ags.
. The two-guest rule:
ho was supposed to
arry our extra beer?
. Lack of respect for the
ancing Guy in the Weir
uit.
. Annoying friends

ying to keep you from
assing out at 4 o'clock i
he morning by calling
ou a "lightweight."

' . People with water guns
ho thought they were

ool.
. People who were
asted at 8:00 in the
orning.
.Jamie Bogner's
awailan shirt.

They give the illusion that anything I
use that did not proceed directly from
my mouth is "spurious." This iswhat I
was taught by the finest economics pro-
fessorsin my rhetoric classeswhile earn-
ing my doctorate. Speaking of, I really

like italic, too. According to John Barth,
they should be used sparingly. But,
what does he really know? After all, he
is a writer, and we all know that writers
don't end up getting the "best" SIR's
when they also happen to be English
professors.

B) I can't really discuss what I
don't "like" about Chris's article, be-
cause that would involve discussing
highly confidential personnel matters,

and we wouldn't want an Administra-
tor doing thai now, would we? Be-
cause thatwould presuppose thatacer-
tain, hypothetical faculty member had
accused me of"violating" theprinciples
set forth in the College's Handbook
And I couldn't really discuss such a
thing in a public forum.

Fourthly, I am drinking buddies
with President Daughdrill, so you can
all just go "piss off."

Sincerely,

Marshall (Mark) A. McMahon
a.k.a. Kenny Rogers and Grizzly

Adams

To the Editors:

Blab blab blab blab blah blah blab
"blah." Blab blahblah blab blah? Blab
blah blab blah blah blab blab blab blab

blahblahblahblah blab blahblah blab
blab blahblab. Blahblahblahblahblah
blab blab "blab." Blab blahblah blab
blab? Blab blahblah blab blab? Blab
blab blab blab blab blab blahblah blab
blab blab blab blab "blahblahblahblah"
blab blahblah blab blab blab blah.

Blab blab blab blah blah blab blab
"blah." Mumbo-jumbo-mumbo.
Jumbo "mumbo?" Jumbo "mum-
mumbo" jumbo. Blab blahblah blah
blab? Blab blab blab blab blah.

Blab blab blab blab blah blab blab
"blab." Blab blahblah blah blab? Blab
blab blah blab blab blab blahblah blab
blab blab blab blab blahblahblahblah
blab blahblah blab blab blab blah. B.S.
B.S. B.S. "B.S.?" Blab blab blab blab
blab blab blab "blab." Blab blahblah
blab blab? Blab blah blab blab? Horse-
pucky, bullshevicky, poo-pooh, ca-ca.
Doo-doo, B.S. B.S. Blab blab blab blab
blab blab "blahblah blab blab blah"
blah blah blahblahblahblah blah

blahblah blah blah blab blah.
Asyou will note, on page 16 of the

College Handbook, it states that, "Blah
Bbah blab blab blahblah, blah blab.
Blab blah blab. ilahblahbla. Blah,
blah blahblah. Blahblahblah, blab
blab."

Sincerely,

Marshall (Marco-Polo)
A. McMahon,

A Smurfingly Good Dean

R.M.

Editor's Response: Wah wah
wah wah wah wah wah. Wab wah
wah,wahwah. Wahwahwah?! WAH
WAH WAH!!! Wah, wah wah wah
wah. Wah #&%! Wah $#@&, wah
wah $%&@!! Wah wah S%@ Wah
wah wah wah. Wah wah (wah wab
wah) wah wah. Heh.

Ed.

New logo to decorate Rhodes letterhead
With the unofficial change of the

name of this..um..institution (lest we
mention the C-word) comes a myriad
of other changes that will affect us
Rhodents as much as those Rites of
Spring concoctions from last weekend.
Your dedicated, slightly hungover, dis-
oriented and otherwise jobless
Rhode'ster staff is proud to introduce
to you the new Rhodes logo. Some of
you might have seen the new"Rhodes"
letterhead and stationery. We here at
the Rhode'ster feel that words just can-
not begin to describe the newlook (even
though the word "ugly" comes leaping
to mind.) Replacing the stylized
Halliburton Tower logo is the specially
designed "combination lock" insignia.

The main reason for replacing
Halliburton is that it is considered too
phallic to be on official stationery and
letterhead. "Think about it, almost
every college campus has some sort of a
phallic symbol; we want to be different
and continue with our quest to over-
turn liberal arts education as we know
it today" said a highly-placed college
adm in istrator,just before driving off in
his car with personalized tags that read
"GO LYNX." After all our ivy IS in a
league of its own isn't it?

However has the new logo also
been influenced by certain incidents
takingplacein Bellingrath Hall recently?
The logo IS very similar to the new
combination locks placed on the doors
to the showers in this building, but
administrators insist that this is mere
coincidence. You see, the logo ismeatnt
to represent the link that the adminis-
tration has with faculty and students.
Meanwhile rumors have been floating
around (we here at the Rhode'ster are
as surprised as you are that rumors float
around this campus) that the newcom-

bination locks have been placed in
Bellingrath because of new and con-
certed efforts by the resident ghost to
take a naughty peek at the residents.
However, when contacted, Campus
Safety officials set us straight on the
issue and gaid that they were put in
place as a precautionary measure
against the new terrorist organization
at Rhodes (We said "new" so that means
we aren't referring to the older and
better established one called the A-D-
M-I-N-I-S-T-R-A-T-I-O-N) The
group, calling themselves "Students for
a New Chicago" have threatened to
bomb Palmer and kidnap Student As-
sembly president Clyde Henderson.
When asked about the likelihood of
one of the residents giving out the com-
bination to others, the Residence Life

RHC
staff said that "This is very, very un-
likely, because to do that, they would
have to be intoxicated or something
[laugh i and the likelihood of someone
in Bellingrath -or the rest of this cam-
pus for that matter- getting in such a
state is extremely slim, as is apparent by
thetame anddignified manner in which
the students conducted themselves this
past weekend." However, in anunpro-
yoked, and completely savage and sur-
prise attack, the New Chicago merce-
naries detonated several small explo-
sives in Glasseil Hall over the weekend
resulting in a scene of complete may-
hem and chaos at this location. Cam-

pus Safety has (a) filed a report, (b)
counseled the suspect, (c) monitored
the subject until clear of area. Resi-
dents of Bellingrath are unperturbed

by these happenings. Said one resident
"I love being able to get up in the
morning and punch in these numbers
that only I know, in order to take a
shower. It really helps me wake up.
The fact that none of the other halls
have this makes me feel special and
secure and really warm and fuzzy all
over, because, you know, now that an
intruder has been caught in Bellingrath
allother intruders willonlycome back
here, and it seems very unlikely that
they will visit any of the other
dorms...um..sorry..Residence
thingys.on campus."Another resident
said that she was happy that her tuition

dollars were beingwell-spent. Plans for
the future include more Star-Trekstyled
doors not only for Residence Halls but
for all administrative buildings and of-

fices. Entry will be based strictly on
the knowledge of the secret code and
the secret code only. Claims that
entryis based on percentiles on ques-
tion 39 of the SIRs, are complete
hearsay and malicious rumor. The
Rhode'ster staff has taken an infor-
mal poll as to what this secret num-
ber that unlocks the magical
Bellingrath and Palmer third-floor
doors might be, and the top five
most popular answers are printed
below.

presented at Roundtable.
3) The number of students who

voted at the last election.
2) The number of members of the

faculty who will be leaving Rhodes next
year.

AAAAND..... [drumroll please]
the number one answer as to what the
secret-crack-the-jackpot-win-a-mil-
lion-dollars-or-at-least-get-your-S
80,000-worth-of-education-if-you-
give-a-damn is.....

1) The 67% tenure cap!

-YD


