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For the first time ever, the annual meetings of
the American Anthropological Association will host
a session demonstrating the use of courseware in the
classroom.  Thanks to the combined efforts of the
National Science Foundation, the General
Anthropology Division and FOSAP, five projects
recently developed for teaching with computerized
media will be introduced in an electronic poster
session at the fall ’98 meetings in Philadelphia.
Here’s the lineup:

ANTHROPOLOGY 
COURSEWARE: TEACHING

 WITH   ELECTRONIC MEDIA

Organizer: Manuel L. Carlos
Participants : Constance Arzigian (University
of Wisconsin, La Crosse) ,Manuel L. Carlos
(CSU, Monterey Bay and UC, Santa Barbara),
Juan José Gutiérrez (CSU, Monterey Bay and
University of Querétaro, Mexico), John
Kappleman (University of Texas, Austin),
David Lancy (Utah State University), and
Jeanne Sept (Indiana University).
Discussant: Daniel Moerman (University of

Michigan-Dearborn)

Constance Arzigian 
DIGITAL DATA IN FIELD AND

 LABORATORY ARCHAEOLOGY 
Intensive hands-on experience in field and
laboratory archaeology is both effective
pedagogy and practical job training.
Computers and digital electronics are essential.
State-of-the-art surveying equipment, including

a total station, allows us to collect
archaeological site provenience data and
download the information directly into a
computer. This session focuses on teaching a
summer field school where students learn how
to acquire the digital field data, transfer it to the
computer, and then manipulate the data for
various kinds of analysis, in programs ranging
from databases and spreadsheets to drawing
and graphics programs.  There will be a
demonstration of the kinds of data acquired,
and various types of analyses that have been
conducted by students.

Manuel Carlos and Juan José Gutiérrez
VIRTUAL ETHNOGRAPHIC FIELD

RESEARCH: MULTIMEDIA COURSEWARE
FOR TEACHING UNDERGRADUATE

STUDENTS FIELD RESEARCH METHODS 
Presents a computer screen projection of a
courseware package (in CD format) for
teaching undergraduates basic skills and
processes in the collection and analysis of
                                                continued on next page        
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ethnographic field data. The three CD’s in
the courseware learning package are called 
“Ethnographic Field Research Simulators
(EFRS)” and the entire instructional package is
called  “Virtual Ethnographic Field Research.”
The  presentation will focus on some of the
pedagogical, ethnographic,  and visual
dimensions of the courseware and their
applications in methods and introductory
cultural anthropology courses. 

David F. Lancy
BLURRING GENRES: USING MULTIMEDIA

TO EXPAND THE AUDIENCE FOR
ANTHROPOLOGY

Will present examples from an anthropology
multimedia  instruction development  effort. The
presentation will highlight our philosophy and
design principles. The approach taken follows
in the wake of the enormously successful
efforts by documentary film makers, public TV,
and satellite channels like Discovery to engage
the public's interest in anthropology.  The
materials include an interactive instructional
program on Ancient  Egypt  in a  CD format.
Specific attention will be given to production
issues, the how, when, by whom ,and how
much questions.

Jeanne M. Sept
THE INFORMATION AGE MEETS THE

STONE AGE: VIRTUAL PROBLEM-
SOLVING IN THE ARCHAEOLOGY

CLASSROOM 
Presents courseware by which to give students
a broad overview of prehistoric culture change
while at the same time engaging students in the
method and theory of solving real
archaeological problems in the context of
African archaeology. Presentation is made of a
CD-ROM that gives students the opportunity to
interpret real data from a famous site at
Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania, for themselves.
Additionally WEB based materials are
presented which allows students to do

collaborative archaeological research by
querying a relational database on African
archaeology.

John Kappelman
AN INTERACTIVE COMPUTER-BASED

MULTIMEDIA PROGRAM FOR
EXAMINATIONS IN ANTHROPOLOGY
Advances in multimedia software have
permitted the development of truly interactive
computer-based multimedia examinations with
multiple uses in anthropology.  Each exam
demonstrated is drawn from the full range of
course materials and presented in the form of
multiple choice, matching, true/false, plotting
and interactive questions.  The questions are
integrated with 2D images, video clips and 3D
animations, with the grade calculated
automatically and reported to the student
immediately upon completion of the exam.  The
exam uses very large question banks that are
sorted by content as well as level of difficulty
with the program designed to randomly select
from among the various categories of
questions.  Each student receives a unique but
uniform exam, mastered “on the fly,” that is
exactly tailored to each individual.  A separate
program permits the students individually to
review their responses by using each student’s
record of responses to rerun the exam.  It is
anticipated that computer-based multimedia
examinations will soon become the standard for
university-level testing.    

Cate Cameron and I, co-chairs of FOSAP,
are grateful to many people working behind the
scenes to make this unique session a reality, among
them Lucille Horn, director of section meetings at
AAA, and Myles Boylan at NSF’s Division of
Undergraduate Education.  We’ll announce the
session’s time and place in the fall Newsletter.  In the
meantime, enjoy the summer.
Ann Maxwell Hill                               
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FOSAP Business Meeting
Friday, November 22, 1997

Papers from FOSAP’S ‘97
Invited Session 

Present: Betsy Barnes (New Hampshire), Cate Cameron
(Cedar Crest), John Gatewood (Lehigh), Paul Grebinger
(RIT), Ann Hill (Dickinson), Dan Moerman (UM-Dearborn),
Angelo Orona (San Diego), Karen Porter (RIT).

Pat Rice, president-elect of General Anthropology
Division, arrived before the meeting to announce that FOSAP
is entitled to have one “invited session” and perhaps one other.
She recommended that any organizers contact Aaron
Podolevsky for information.

Co-chairs Ann Hill and Dan Moerman brought the
meeting to order at 6:15.  Two possible organized symposia
were discussed for the ‘98 meetings in Philadelphia.  The first
was on the topic of electronic courseware for teaching
purposes.  Dan Moerman envisioned this session being run as
an electronic poster session.  John Gatewood suggested that,
if this session happens, the organizers make sure the room be
equipped for downloading “on line” software.

The second possibility was a session on teaching
ethnographic methods to undergraduates, a topic that had
previously been announced in the last newsletter.  Several
suggestions were made as to the scope of the session; for
example, trying to include a paper on courses that had a field
school component.  Cate Cameron agreed to organize the
session.  (As of Jan.’98, six papers have been offered).  

It was noted that the FOSAP business meetings are
hard to locate in the meetings schedule; they receive billing
under the GAD banner.  Cate Cameron said she would contact
the Business Office to make the meeting announcement more
visible.

Dan Moerman, reporting on the GAD business
meeting, noted that there are discussions underway for the re-
organization of the association, especially the executive
committee.  He also announced his resignation as co-chair and
his willingness to continue as web master for the FOSAP
home page.  Members gratefully acknowledged his dedicated
service over the past four years.  Cate Cameron was nominated
and voted in to serve as co-chair, along with Ann Hill who
continues in this capacity.  Paul Grebinger was nominated and
voted in to serve as secretary-treasurer.  

The meeting adjourned at 7:45.

Respectfully submitted,

Cate Cameron, Secretary-Treasurer

ASSESSING ASSESSMENT:
SUCCESS, FAILURE AND AMBIGUITY

IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Chair: Dan Moerman (U. Michigan-Dearborn)

Assessing Assessment: Introduction to
the Symposium

Daniel E. Moerman (University of Michigan-Dearborn) 

Two years ago, when the North Central Association
team departed, they left us with the promise that if we didn't
institute a comprehensive plan for assessing student learning
outcomes, they would revoke our accreditation.

The University of Michigan-Dearborn was created by,
and is controlled by, the Regents of the University of
Michigan, a group of individuals elected by the people of the
state of Michigan.  The state regularly provides us with about
$35 or $40 million per year in taxpayer funds for operations
(that's roughly the equivalent of the income on a half-billion
dollar endowment).  Our students pay us about the same
amount in tuition each year.  We are just finishing up about
$25 million in construction, and about to start a new $40
million building, largely paid for with public funds.  The
University in general, and our Board of Regents in particular,
are fiercely protective of our institutional autonomy, written
clearly into the state constitution.  Had we been instructed to
establish such procedures by the State Board of Education, or
the State Legislature, in the manner of the NCA’s mandate,
the uproar would have been deafening.  But, there has been no
such uproar; instead, we are all busily instituting assessment
plans.  It is quite remarkable to think that NCA has such
power over an independent, autonomous, taxpayer-funded
institution.

As an aside, let me note that some months ago, I
asked a friend who knows about these things, an
administration insider, what happened with accreditation at
the University of Michigan-Ann Arbor.  She reported that the
thing was essentially tasked to a staff member in the Provost's
office:
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"I have never seen any particular
involvement of the drafting team with the 
faculty or of the accreditation team with the

 faculty.   I also have never seen the report of
the accreditation.  My impression is that the
Provost’s office thinks this is something 
distasteful that we have to do, so he assigns
it to staff  (don't bother faculty) and tries to
buffer the faculty from any implications  of
NCA recommendations."

This is probably why it is FOSAP, rather than some
other organization, which has sponsored this session.

Prior to the mandate of the NCA, we devoted a good
deal of energy constantly monitoring the one thing we thought
we had some control over:  input.  We monitored the
education and background of the faculty; we cared a good
deal, perhaps too much, about student course evaluations and
those of our peers.  We encouraged our colleagues in their
research, their publication, their grant-writing; in general, we
put a lot of effort into faculty development.   We also labored
over building our library collections, and we struggled to
find the funds to keep up our journal subscriptions.  We spent
millions on computer laboratories and networks; on language
laboratories; on chemistry and physics laboratories, and the
equipment in them.  We in anthropology continually expanded
our collection of hominid fossil casts.  Our essential argument,
implicit though it may have been, was "You can lead a horse
to water. . ." and we were going to provide the very best water
we could.

Our "assessment" of student learning outcomes was
limited largely to the quaintly old-fashioned notion of reading
their papers and exams, and giving final grades.  In those
halcyon days, "continuous improvement of student learning
outcomes" would probably have been a fancy name for "grade
inflation."  "Assessment" has become an incredible growth
industry.  On Monday, November 17, 1997, I typed
"assessment education" on the query line in the Yahoo search
engine.  In a few seconds, I was presented with two "Category
Matches" (one for the "Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement" and one for
"Business and Economy: Companies: Education: Testing").
There were in addition 139 site matches:  dozens of federal,
state and private organizations devoted to promoting,
reporting on, encouraging, and, maybe (although I didn't see
any) resisting assessment.  I then clicked on Alta Vista, and
found (are you ready for this?)  9,468,728 web documents on
"assessment education."

The NCA itself is deeply committed to the idea.  This
past April, the NCA met for its 102nd annual meeting (the
NCA is, apparently, five years older than the American
Anthropological Association).  The title of the meeting was
"Measuring Moving Targets. . ."  When I saw that, I was
pretty sure who the target was.

As a medical anthropologist interested in the placebo
effect, I am well aware of some of the complexities of
measuring the effects of intervention. I have probably read
2,000 double blind, controlled trials in the past few years
where an active drug is compared against a control, often an
inert drug.  This comparison is always and necessarily missing
from current efforts to examine the effects of particular
educational innovations; although I see it as the possible basis
for an nasty joke about the neighboring institution of your
choice, it is very hard to imagine what placebo education
would look like.  The biggest problem, of course, is that even
though college and university students are much more diverse
in age and background than they were 20 or 30 years ago, it is
still a fact that a huge majority of college students are young.
They will change dramatically between 17 or 19 and 22 or 25
no matter what we do.

Recognizing the difficulty, what do proponents of
assessment claim for its benefits?  Trudy Banda's recent book,
Assessment in Practice: Putting Principles to Work on
College Campuses (1996) says this: "Having assembled 165
case studies based on some of the best assessment taking place
at campuses across the country, I must say that the number of
these cases containing concrete evidece that student
performance has improved as a result of assessment is very
small."  She lists several examples, then concludes this way:
"So has assessment made any difference?  Absolutely."  She
claims significant improvements in the "process of education,"
in activities and assignments, in curricula, and (lo and behold)
in "assessment strategies."  Of course, some of these changes
may have occurred anyway, and may not be due to assessment
at all.  Our FOSAP session last year titled, "They Just Don't
Listen to Lectures Any More!” featured a broad range of active
learning processes in higher education; I had no sense that
these changes were developed as a result of the parallel
emergence of assessment in the same institutions.  Although
improvement in student performance is the holy grail of
assessment, it is not really surprising that it is hard to show.
This is in some part due to the fact that young people will
change regardless of what we do to them in college.  But,
consider a simpler case: it seems unlikely that regularly
weighing the boat's anchor is going to increase its weight very
much.  

Recall that assessment is generally derived from the
movement in industry for "total quality management," in turn
derived from the work of W. Edward Deming.  Deming was
a dervish on measuring quality in industrial products.  But his
definition of quality is not likely to be one that can translate
very clearly to an educational institution.  Mary Walton, in
one of the major expositions of Deming's methods, quotes him
as saying that the goal of a leader in achieving quality is "to
shrink the control limits, to get less and less variation in a
process, or less and less difference between people" (Walton
1986:92).  High quality products are those that admit of no or
absolutely minimal variance.  This allows your customers to
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rely on them totally, to know exactly what they are buying; a
macburger is a macburger wherever you may buy it.  One of
the things Deming harps on is that you have to be extremely
careful with your suppliers; they have to provide you with raw
materials with the narrowest possible control limits. The most
important inspection occurs at the beginning, not the end, of
the assembly line. "Admissions office listen up: no diversity
wanted here."

There are certain elements in the assessment
movement, those which call for national assessment tests, or
for standardized curricula, which are seeking exactly this.  It
would be interesting to see the student reaction to such a
dream world, where all students performed exactly the same,
all performed at the mean, and all, I guess, got C’s.  Those
pre-meds are going to be on a tear. 

The participants in this symposium will present a
broad range of views. Some participants have had excellent
results when they have implemented student assessment
procedures in their classes.  Others, especially those who have
been administrators, seem to see assessment as more of a toss
up, with some benefits and some costs.  And others consider
it to be destructive, a negative and pernicious political force in
higher education.

Whatever your view, assessment is a reality in
contemporary higher education, especially in the institutions
of FOSAP members.  We hope that this session will help you
address the needs of your students, your colleagues and your
own teaching in an environment where assessment is, like it
or not, an everyday reality.”

Using Alternative Assessment Methods
 and Portfolios to Evaluate Student
 Learning Outcomes in Cultural
 Anthropology:  A Case Study of A
 Computer-Mediated Course on Field
Methods in Ethnography 

Manuel L. Carlos (California State University, Monterey Bay
and University of California, Santa Barbara), Michael
Gallegos (California State University, Monterey Bay), Juan
José Gutiérrez (California State University, Monterey Bay)

Introduction
Anthropologists are increasingly called upon to

engage in the use of alternative assessment procedures, as
opposed to using an exam system, to determine student
learning outcomes when they teach undergraduate courses.
Indeed, some  of us are already involved using student
portfolios as one form of alternative assessment.  Portfolios
contain an accumulation of items or assignments that
demonstrate, when they are assessed by a set of standardized

criteria, whether desired learning outcomes (or competencies)
have been achieved by a student. 

This paper describes our participation as
anthropologists in using the alternative assessment format in
higher education (Brown, Rust, and Gibbs 1994).  Our paper
also describes and analyzes our experiences with computer-
mediated instruction and  what we call Faculty Facilitated
Electronic Multimedia Instruction (FFEMI), which is a small,
but growing element of instructional delivery in anthropology.

Why Use Alternative Assessment Methods and What are
The Advantages?

Alternative assessment and outcome-based education
(its corollary pedagogical practice) are here to stay as
alternatives, or a mandated substitutes for, testing. This is
evident in nearly all the papers being written on the subject in
many journals and books on teaching practices in  higher
education.  We wish to make it clear from the start that we are
not universally prescribing outcome(or competency)-based
instruction,  and alternative assessment, and the use  of
portfolios, as  measurably “better” ways to teach and evaluate
students, especially since not every campus has policies or
instructional traditions that are amenable to such practices.
However, we believe that alternative assessment is more
instructive to the student than the traditional “exam” system
of evaluation. Moreover, there are increasing reports that
faculty facilitated interactive learning, when combined with
outcome based curricula and alternative assessment
techniques, do have advantages over traditional “testing” and
lecture formats (see below).

Thus we are  taking a position on the use of
alternative assessment.  Having taught using both systems, we
have found that by using cumulative portfolios (with online
cumulative scores of individual performance) and computer-
mediated techniques of assessing individual assignments, we
can track student performance better during the time they
spent in the course. Similarly, students obtain more complete
and regular feedback on what they are doing well and what
needs improvement. We have found that with the use of
portfolios students have a better record of what they have
accomplished or failed to accomplish in a course with regard
to the course’s learning outcomes. Finally, we have found that
when students are asked to use the skills they learned in class
with this method of instruction and evaluation, they perform
better in the actual field application of their skills (Carlos and
Gutiérrez 1997). 

Like others who have used alternative assessment
methods, we view alternative assessment techniques and
competency-based learning (learning that is aimed at
imparting certain skills and knowledge) as part of the teaching
processes and not simply a “testing” methodology. Such
practices involve providing detailed feedback on assignments
and assisting students, through a sequential series of
assignments, to acquire the knowledge and skills that form the
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heart of course. We also believe that this helps students diffuse
their focus on grades alone as the only evidence for
performance and having learned the subject matter of a course.
Further, structuring learning around a more realistic
(experiential) set of tasks and specific set of alternative
assessment steps, as we have done in our LERMEE course, in
our view  improves the instructional environment  because
students have a greater understanding what they are being
asked to master, by having more realistic and visually
engaging tasks to learn.  

We offer the following mini-guide on whether to
experiment or not with alternative assessment. First,  are  the
skills (including analytic skills), knowledge domains, and
general areas of  competencies (applied knowledge) which
students should acquire in your course clearly identified and
specifically assessed before the course begins? If asked to do
so,  how would you justify, giving at least five  good reasons,
the relevance of each assignment you make and assess with
regard to their meeting of the learning objectives of the
course?  When you assess these assignments, how well does
your assessment procedure assist students in knowing what
they are supposed to know or “get out of”  the course and how
does the assessment inform them about their competencies?

Teaching and Assessing: The LERMEE Course
The computer-mediated ethnographic research

methods course, for which we developed the alternative
assessment methods discussed in this paper,   is entitled,
“Learning Ethnographic Research Methods  in an Electronic
Environment (LERMEE),” and  is taught at California State
University, Monterey Bay (CSUMB). The significance of
Carlos, Gutiérrez, and Gallegos teaching this course at
CSUMB is  that this is a university whose instructional
program has as a mission the pursuit of outcome- based
education, and more generally the application of alternative
assessment techniques. We have taught the LERMEE course
over the last two years. The LERMEE course has the
following student requirements.  First, students are required
to attend all lectures and computer lab instruction sessions .
Second,  they must also participate in  class discussions  and
online discussions (a log of these discussions is kept and
examined to determine participation).  Third, Students must
also spend time doing their simulated field research exercises
and summary assignments of their completed work. 

Members of the LERMEE course must complete
simulated field exercises involving such activities as “visiting”
specific villages and making and recording  observations of
village life; they must also  interview informants in the
villages, gathering census and household data, and examining
and analyzing official government records and statistics.
Student portfolios are assessed using an SBSC 313 portfolio
assessment form (see Figure 2*) twice during the semester.
Each assignment is assessed for its content and meeting of
other criteria, using a standardized multiple criteria form and

including instructor’s comments.  A syllabus and additional
elements of the course reported on here can be observed on the
f o l l o w i n g  W E B  s i t e  a t  C S U M B :
http://www.monterey.edu/academic/centers/sbsc/sbsc313
/index.html

Faculty Facilitated  Electronic Multimedia Instruction and
its Application in the LERMEE Course  

The alternative assessment methods we report on
here are closely tied to another innovative teaching method
which we are using at the same time and which we call
Faculty Facilitated Electronic Multimedia Instruction
(FFEMI).  FFEMI courses use computer-mediated and -
accessed instruction and interactive multimedia materials as
a central feature of the curriculum, and they are
complemented by regularly scheduled traditional lecture-
discussion sessions. This includes using e-mail between
instructors and students to communicate either directly or as
part of discussion groups, the use of WEB-based syllabi, and
the use of actual instructional material that has been
multimedia formatted.  In our case, it also includes the use of
electronically formatted alternative assessment methods and
the use of a WEB-based assessment site where students can
keep track of their performance in the course. 

Despite all the high tech aspects of the course,
FFEMI is a transitional mode of instruction. It is neither fully
electronic nor fully traditional in delivery.  It still requires
faculty to lecture, lead discussions  (on and off the Internet)
and direct and facilitate learning, especially the computer lab
sessions involving the use of Ethnographic Field Research
Simulators (EFRS). This method of instruction involves
moving between a traditional class room and a computer lab.

Outcome Based Teaching and Alternative Assessment
Methods

 Outcome-based teaching involves specifying the
exact skills and/or knowledge areas or domains that a course
is supposed to impart, then building the course curriculum and
assignments around these specific outcomes (Brown, et.al.
1997).   Assessments in such courses are built around multiple
criteria that assess a student’s “learning” of the skills and
knowledge or “competencies” imparted in the curriculum and
assignments (Rose 1997).  LERMEE is a learning outcomes
or competency based instruction course which requires that
students learning of specific ethnographic research skills,
including direct observation, keeping a field journal, etc. (see
Table 1).
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                              ---------------------            
                                   Table 1

Course Requirements and Portfolio Assessment:  Learning
Ethnographic Research Methods in an Electronic
Environment (LERMEE)

The required “deliverables” or items students need to present
in the portfolios in order to be assessed for the course are:

First, a Midterm 313 Portfolio including:

* class lecture notes
*  copies of personal contributions to news group    
   ("Simulated  Ethnographic Research News          
   Group")
* copies of field exercise “jottings” (notations on    
   field exercises)
* completed simulator assignments
* completed simulator evaluation (What parts of

                Simulater were more engaging and thought          
                provoking than others.)

* completed Midterm self-assessment form

Second, a final 313 Portfolio including:

* class lecture notes
* copies of field exercise “jottings” (notations on field

                exercises)
* copies of personal contributions to news group     

                  ("Simulated Ethnographic Research News Group")
* completed simulator assignments
* completed simulator evaluations
* completed Final self-assessment form.

Format for Portfolio: A complete student portfolio should
include a cover page, a table of contents, and each section
identified correctly.

                              ---------------------                   
Briefly defined, alternative assessment  is a process

of evaluation that goes beyond using simple additive or
quantitative summations or “grading” and the assignment of
a letter ranking to student  performances on “exams” in order
to determine how much  learning has taken place (Wolf, et. al.
1991). Typically alternative assessment is tied to the use of
multiple performance criteria. The goal is to “assess”  and
give specific feedback at multiple times in a course for a
completed student package, rather than to simply give students
a  “test” and then “grade” them. This process is illustrated in
the examples we give in the Appendices* and discussed
further below.

 
The Uses of Student Portfolios

 Portfolios, as we use them in our LERMEE course at
CSUMB, are an accumulation of a  student’s  intellectual
production, including a collection of materials we as
instructors assess (using multiple criteria) to determine the
acquisition of the knowledge and skills imparted in a course
and its course materials, including assignments. Some
students in our course have begun to prepare multimedia
portfolios for us to assess. For an example visit the following
WEB site: http://www.monterey.edu/ academic/ centers/
sbsc/sbsc313/index.html.                                                 

Assigning students to construct portfolios involves
the assigning of many more exercises or intellectual product
deliverables for evaluation than traditional methods.  This
takes more time for students and instructors to carry out, but
in the end gives students and instructors a better idea of how
much actual learning is taking place, and whether students are
doing better or worse as the course progresses. This effort is
especially telling for instructors since it adds to their teaching
activities load. An advantage is that instructors using complex
multidimensional assessment practices are not as anxious to
“test” a student’s “knowledge” or “understanding,” but rather
are required to take a deeper look at  students’ actual abilities
and the areas in which they need improvement.  For their part
students have a better understanding of where they need to
improve than they do from “tests.” However, it is also our
experience that students have to work harder as well and often
nostalgically express a preference for “old fashioned” testing
systems.When portfolios are combined with multidimensional
assessment practices and outcome-based instruction as we
have done in our course, students also have a better idea of
how they are progressing in the course as they work their way
through the materials (including the multimedia materials we
use in the LERMEE course).  As they receive feedback,
students can see what aspects of the skills they are supposed to
be learning need improvement , and indeed students are
invited to “re-do” it until they get it “right.” 

Electronic Forms and the Use of Multiple Criteria for
Assessment of Portfolios

Students who take the LERMEE course must prepare
portfolios of their assignments which  are completed after they
carry out their computer-mediated interactive exercises or field
research experiences. Their leaning outcomes are assessed by
a multiple set of criteria which evaluate such aspects of the
completed written works as quality of essays on structure,
content and style (see Figure 1*).   Students are informed and
analyze their progress by accessing a web based assessment
component for the class  (see Figure 2*). By providing
students with readily accessible assessment criteria and
continuous feedback on their performance, assessment
becomes an integral part of their work in the class, and not
exclusively a system of reward or penalties used at the end of
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a period.  The grade itself is no longer central to the
evaluation component of the course and a particular emphasis
is placed in the process by which students acquire the expected
skills.                                                                                   
              Figure 2* shows an HTML form, accessible 24 hours
a day throughout the semester, that provides specific
information to students as far as their performance in class.
Through this page students can also access additional
information on assessment criteria, they can react (via e-mail)
to comments written by the instructor on student performance
and also keep track of of their progress.                      

Figure 1* depicts the components of an assessment
data base developed for use in the LERMEE course. This
database, connected to HTML forms (see Figure 2*) allows the
instructor to provide instantaneous feedback to students all
along during the semester in an efficient manner.  Instead of
replacing the interpersonal relationship, it enhances and
provides new opportunities for professor-student  interactions
to occur during the course period. The web becomes an
extraordinary facilitator for a course mainly concerned with
transmitting content and practice for skill acquisition. In this
particular example, the student learns that she has turned in
all but deliverable five, six, and seven.  The student also
knows that her performance is considered Outstanding, and in
addition receives specific comments from her instructor on
performance and participation.  Should the student have any
questions, she can contact the instructor via e-mail with a link
provided in this same form.

Conclusions                                                                         
We reported on the various elements of an

 ethnographic field methods course dubbed LERMEE, which
we co-teach using alternative assessment procedures,
portfolios, and computer-mediated instruction  accompanied
by considerable faculty facilitation. We noted that these
methods of instruction are beginning to show their presence in
colleges and universities and are likely to become an
important part of future instructional practices.  As we have
argued, outcome- or competency-based education demands
that we use alternative assessment methods to demonstrate
through detailed multiple criteria what students have learned
of the prescribed goals (competencies) of the  course. Further,
we have used portfolios of the  cumulativestudent assignments
to determine a student’s total performance in the course. We
have explained how we have incorporated these methods into
teaching a course in ethnographic methods at CSUMB.        
               Whether anthropologists are ready or not, it appears
that alternative assessment practices, and other related
instructional practices, are becoming a part of instructional
reform in higher education that is facing many colleagues in
anthropology. We have been teaching in just such an
instructional context at CSUMB in which our mandate is to
develop a “pedagogy for the 21st Century.”  Part of our
response to this mandate is represented in the components we

have built into the LERMEE course which we co-teach and
which contains many dimensions of computer-mediated
instruction, as well as a well defined method for alternative
assessment including the use of portfolios.                            
            Our experience with the LERMEE course, with its
multimedia instructional materials and alternative assessment
methods,  is particularly relevant to cultural anthropologist
since it based on the learning of ethnographic methods in a
virtual field research environment (Carlos 1997; Carlos and
Gutiérrez 1997).  We are first and foremost cultural
anthropologists.  We did not start out on our path toward the
use of alternative assessment efforts with any training in the
area; rather we read about it, tried it in class, and examined
the efforts of others.  Moreover, each of us had set aside our
predilection for “testing” as a means for gauging learning in
our courses. Yet our experience has been rewarding and has
taught us a great deal about how assessment is truly a part of
teaching when it includes outcome-based learning techniques.
Moreover, our experience in combining these assessment
strategies with computer- mediated instruction has propelled
us forward into the electronic frontier of anthropology. We are
happy with that experience, too, because it has proven to us
that students can learn more of what we wish them to learn,
as was evident during a post-course experience we had with
students in the field conducting “real” field work (Carlos and
Gutiérrez 1997).  Hence, we are professionally committed to
the use of multidimensional assessment, portfolios, and related
pedagogical practices . Finally,  we believe that the system has
worked well for us and may prove as useful to other colleagues
confronting the need to engage in these practices as colleges
and universities seem determine to encourage their
professoriate to teach using these modes of instruction we have
followed in our LERMEE course.

* Appendices and Figures 1 and 2 are not reproduced here.  
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The Double-Edged Sword of Assessment

Peter Peregrine (Lawrence University)

Abstract
Assessment is often thought of in black-or-white

terms: it is either a political activity important for generating
data to demonstrate our program’s strength to administrators,
or it is a pedagogical activity forcing us to set goals and
evaluate whether we achieve them. This paper argues that
assessment should be thought of as both at once, as both a
political and pedagogical activity. Within this mix lies
assessment’s real strength. If we use assessment to both
demonstrate our program’s impact on students and to improve
our teaching, we create a double-edged sword, a sword with
both edges honed for the same purpose--to make us more
effective promoters of anthropology.

Background
I am going to present this paper as a story--a story of

my experience with assessment at an institution I left in 1995.
To protect my friends and colleagues there, and myself from
their potential irritation, I’ll refer to it by a pseudonym:
Raystown College.

Raystown College is a highly selective liberal arts
college of approximately 1000 students.  Anthropology at
Raystown is a single-person, service-oriented program

embedded in a four-person joint department of Sociology,
Anthropology, and Social Work.  Approximately 250 students
take anthropology courses each year, but the program has only
five or six majors at any given time.  When I arrived at
Raystown College in 1990 I was given free reign to develop an
anthropology program however I chose, so long as the courses
I designed maintained reasonable enrollments and served
student needs in meeting distribution requirements.  I
developed a two-track program, with one track in cultural
anthropology and one track in archaeology.1  

In 1991 Raystown launched a campus-wide initiative
to promote assessment in all courses and programs, and I
became interested in developing a plan for assessing student
development in the anthropology program.  I realized at that
time that assessment was a key to focusing the anthropology
curriculum on what students really needed to learn, and to
improving the quality of my instruction, two aspects of the
anthropology program that I had wrestled with but never
satisfactorily resolved while I was developing the
anthropology curriculum during the fall of 1990.  I conducted
some preliminary assessment at the end of the fall semester of
1991 and during the spring semester of 1992.  During the
summer of 1992 I did some additional reading, much
additional thinking, and developed what I think was a
reasonable plan for doing assessment in the anthropology
program.

The Assessment Plan:  Program and Course Goals
The first thing I needed to decide upon before

developing any assessment plan was what I wanted to assess.
I decided that what I was most interested in was student
development, or the students' progress towards attaining the
goals I set for the program.  In the jargon of assessment this is
generally referred to as "value-added assessment."  The fact
that I set the goals for the program meant the assessment I
wanted to do was "criterion referenced."  There are a number
of reasons why I chose to develop a criterion referenced
assessment plan, but basically the reason is that most scholars
say that is the best for assessing student development.

To begin, then, I needed to develop the criteria upon
which the assessment plan would rest--the goals I wanted
students to attain as they moved through the program.  Much
of my effort during the summer of 1992 was spent on
developing these goals.  I started by reading through all the
anthropology texts I could find, to determine what the author's
felt were the most important aspects of anthropology to get
across to undergraduate students.  I relied heavily on a slim
volume entitled The Central Themes in the Teaching of
Anthropology (Conrad Kottak, ed., AAA Task Force for the
Teaching of Anthropology, 1991).  I also did reading in the
philosophy of science, in critical theory, and in postmodernist
theory, to try to find more general social science themes that
should be transmitted to students.  However, most of my time
was actually spent picking my own brain to determine what I
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felt was necessary for my students to know when they left
Raystown College.

What came out of all this research and introspection
were a mission statement and four basic goals.2  It is important
to note that these are the goals set in 1992.  If I had not left
Raystown College they would have certainly changed by now,
either because I had re-thought them or because the institution
forced their re-definition, but that is to be expected.  In
assessment, everything is a draft.

Once I had established these four goals, I set out to
determine how the existing courses I taught fulfilled them.  To
do this I cross-tabulated the courses and my four goals, to see
which courses were fulfilling which goals.  This is a valuable
technique that I encourage anyone to try.  The following table
shows my impression of how my courses fit with the goals I
established:

Course Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3 Goal 4
SO 151 X X
SO 254
SO 300
SO 351 X X
SO 352 X
SO 353 X X X
SO 451 X X
SO 453 X X

Two things were obvious from the cross-tabulation.  First, my
goals 1, 2, and 3 were being well served by the existing
anthropology curriculum, but goal 4 was not.  And second,
that two of my courses (SO 254 and SO 300) were not helping
students achieve any of the goals I had.  I also asked students
in the program to fill out a similar table on their own.  Their
responses gave similar results, but suggested that the students
thought I was hitting more of the goals than I did.

The results of the cross-tabulation made a lot of sense
to me, particularly because I was focusing assessment on
intellectual goals rather than content goals.  SO 254 and SO
300 were content-focused courses; that is to say, they were
meant to provide students with a particular body of
knowledge.  So while they may not have been fulfilling the
more intellectual goals I had for the anthropology program,
they were providing students with content that I felt was
important for them to know.  The trick, it seemed to me, was
to alter those courses or other courses so that the same content
can be provided while also moving students towards the
intellectual goals I had for the program.  At the same time, I
was bothered by the fact that there is a hole in the
anthropology program that needs to be filled.  It seemed clear
that I needed to better address my goal 4.  This is where I
began planning the assessment process I was to implement.

A Plan for Assessment 

Using my four goals and recognizing that there are
also content goals for each course and for the program as a
whole, I developed a formal plan for assessing student
development in the anthropology program.  In creating this
plan I tried to follow closely the recommendations put forward
by the Middle States Association of Colleges and Universities
Assessment Task Force and by the faculty at Kean College in
their assessment program (see A Proposal for Program
Assessment at Kean College of New Jersey, Kean College,
Union, NJ 1986).  In particular, I wanted to focus on using
existing measures where possible and on using a variety of
measures.  Most of the literature I read suggested that for the
kind of outcomes assessment I wanted to do, pre-test / post-test
methods were most effective, and that is what I focused on
implementing.

Content Goals
In my perception, much of what we as teachers do is

assess student development.  After all, the final product we are
expected to produce at the end of the semester is a set of
grades.  It only makes sense that these should be used as
central assessment measures, since we already use them and
are in effect forced to use them.  However, it should be noted
that grades are most effective when used to assess content
goals rather than intellectual goals.  First, content goals can be
readily evaluated through objective testing of the kind most of
us use to establish grades.  Second, students can be expected
to learn the content of a course, but it may be unreasonable to
expect them to acquire intellectual skills we may want them to
either because we are not teaching them effectively or because
they simply don't have the intellectual capacity to learn them.
After all, there may be some students who are never able to
fully comprehend the kind of abstract ideas that I set as goals
for the anthropology program, but these students should be
able to learn the course materials that I present to them despite
their inability to put those materials together into a larger
picture.  

So, as a primary means of assessing students'
achievement of course content goals, I used students' grades
on particular assignments and in courses as a whole.  This
necessitated that I (1) did not use a curve, (2) made
examinations as objective as possible, and (3) focused
examinations on course content rather than more intellectual
goals (although the post-test for intellectual goals was
included as part of the final exam in each course).  

Intellectual Goals
To assess the intellectual goals I used a two-pronged

approach.  The first was pre-testing and post-testing in each
course.  I designed these tests specifically for each course and
used them to assess whether that particular course was helping
students to move towards the goals it was supposed to.  I also
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kept test scores for each student so that I could track
development through course sequences.

I developed three diagnostic exams, each with
roughly equivalent questions, and in the fall of 1991 I had the
students in two of my courses (SO 151, a general introductory
course, and SO 353, an advanced cultural course with SO 151
as a prerequisite) complete them as part of their final exams.
From this I was able to use the mean scores for each course to
see if there was a general increase in the students' ability to
answer the questions correctly as they moved on to higher-
level courses.  The mean score for SO 151 was 8.45 out of 10
(SD=1.71), while the mean for SO 353 was 7.92 (SD=1.68),
suggesting that students were learning and retaining important
anthropological concepts.  Of course, this is a crude (and
perhaps unreliable) way to measure the students' grasp of basic
anthropological concepts, but it prompted me to do more. 

During the spring of 1992 I used the same diagnostic
exams and a pre-test/post-test method to assess two of my
courses.  Students took one of the exams on the first day, and
another with their final exam.  In SO 151 the first day mean
was 3.64 out of 10 (SD=1.37) while the last day mean
increased to 8.54 (SD=1.16), equivalent to the last day mean
students achieved the previous semester.  In SO 453 the first
day mean was 8.25 (SD=1.28) and the last day mean was 8.62
(SD=1.20).  These mean scores demonstrate a clear increase
in the ability to correctly answer the questions within SO 151,
and an ability to retain this information through the program.
Once again, these are relatively crude observations; they don't
track individual students and the exams were never tested for
validity or reliability, but, once again, they prompted me to do
more.

The second prong of my assessment plan was more
complicated, and much less successful than the first.  I
attempted to develop a set of psychometric instruments to
assess student development.  I used a triad instrument, a
semantic differential instrument, and an instrument based on
Theodore Adorno’s ethnocentrism scale.  I had hoped these
would permit me to do cognitive mapping of students’
perceptions of concepts concerning each of my goals.
Unfortunately, the complexity of the analyses, the crudeness
of the instruments, and my overall lack of expertise in
psychometrics led to unsatisfactory results.

I also attempted to use student self-assessments as
part of my program, but this was wholly unsatisfactory.  I gave
students a set of statements related to each of my program
goals and asked them to rate themselves on them.  While this
seemed like it would be an effective way to get at student
perceptions of their own development, I found I had very little
variation in responses.  This may have been a problem with
the instrument I developed, or it may simply reflect the fact
that, with my goals made obvious in the course, students could
tell how I wanted them to respond,  and responded in that
way. 

Assessment Impact: Program Changes
Assessment is pointless if it doesn’t lead to change.

And one of the immediate outcomes of my assessment
program was the realization that my fourth goal was not being
adequately addressed.  Goal 4 is an important one, and is
perhaps the most difficult goal I set for the program.  I thought
it needed to be addressed early in a student's career, and I
therefore transformed the existing human evolution course
into a new one that addressed my goal 4.  I cannot overstate
the importance of this step.  Change is what should come out
of assessment.  A “feedback loop” must be incorporated as the
last stage of any assessment such that changes are
implemented based on what the assessment finds.  In my case,
the major thrust of that was thoroughly revising a course, but
there were many smaller program changes too.  

First of all, my syllabi became longer, as I
incorporated my goals for each particular course onto them.
My lectures became more focused, as I had a better idea of
what material was most important to cover.  My exams
became better, as I knew precisely what I wanted to see if the
students knew.  And the program as a whole improved, as
each course actively built on the others.  Thus the impact of
assessment was broad, but there are two general features that
I want to specifically discuss.

Assessment Impact: Personal and Departmental Changes
The most profound and surprising change to come

out of the assessment program was a personal one.  I gained
confidence.  I demonstrated to myself that my teaching was
effective, that my courses were each valuable, and that the
anthropology program was having an impact on students.
That confidence, I think, led me to become a better teacher,
but more importantly the data upon which that confidence was
based helped me to teach better, as I was able to better identify
strengths, weaknesses, and needs.  Here we see one vision of
the “double-edged sword” of assessment.  On the one edge, we
see improved teaching coming from confidence.  On the other,
we see improved teaching coming from data identifying areas
that need improvement

A second important change was departmental, or
perhaps more accurately, political.  Assessment provided data
for proactive politicking.  My one-person program became a
political force on campus because I was able to demonstrate its
value as well as its needs.  This political strength was
heightened when a new Provost asked for each department
and program to undertake a thorough review.  Because I had
assessment data in hand, the anthropology program was able
to be proactive rather than reactive to this request, and treated
it as an opportunity to ask for new resources rather than as a
threat to existing resources.  Here we see a second vision of
the “double-edged sword” of assessment.  On the one edge, we
see departmental improvement coming from the ability to
proactively politic.  On the other, we see departmental
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improvement coming from data identifying weaknesses, holes,
and even areas of overemphasis.

Some Lessons
I’d like to close this story with something of a moral:

five lessons I learned in during the four years I worked on
assessment at Raystown College.

1.  Everything is a draft.  You cannot do assessment if you are
afraid of change.  Everything has to be seen as mutable, as a
draft: your curriculum, your courses, your teaching, your
assignments, your assessment instruments themselves.  So
don’t worry too much about planning everything up front--
dive in!  It will all change anyway.
2.  Simpler is better.  Simple assessment plans and
instruments require less of your time and your students’ time
than more sophisticated ones.  They provide information that
is easy for you to understand and interpret, and that is easier
to convey to others.
3.  Focus on what you can improve and other things will
improve too.  You can’t do everything, but if you change what
you know you can, you’ll be amazed at the broad impact it
has.  Simply setting goals for each of your courses will have
profound impact, and will probably lead to fundamental
changes in the way you teach.
4.  Knowledge is empowering.  Once you know what you’re
doing well and what you’re doing poorly, you are on your way
to improving, and that is itself empowering.  But more
empowering is the ability to demonstrate to others what you
are doing and how you are improving, as well as the ability to
make a clear case for resources you need to improve.
Politically, this is perhaps the most important aspect of
assessment.
5.  Knowledge is threatening.  People (especially academics)
don’t like change, and change is what assessment is all about.
Professors want to control their courses, and assessment can
certainly lead to strong recommendations about how particular
classes need to be taught and what material needs to be
covered in them.  Finally, no one wants to be shown that they
are not accomplishing what they say they are, and assessment
will often do that.  So be careful, go easy on yourself and
others, and be prepared to find out some things you would
probably rather not.

Notes
1. Both tracks began with an introduction to cultural
anthropology (SO 151) followed by an introduction to
archaeology and physical anthropology (SO 254).  The
cultural track consisted of a choice of three focused courses on
the anthropology of war and peace (SO 300), cultures of the
world (SO 351) or North American Indian ethnography (SO
352), and was capped by a senior course in ethnology (SO
454).  The archaeology track consisted of a focused course on

the origins of civilization (SO 353) and was capped by a
senior course in archaeological interpretation (SO 453).
Students in the program were expected to take both senior
courses and at least one 300-level course in each track. 2.2.

Anthropology Mission Statement
Anthropology is fundamentally a critical

discipline.  Its purpose is to provide students the opportunity
to position themselves outside of their own culture and to view
their own culture through the eyes of an outsider.  Because
this critical position is situated within the framework of
another culture (either contemporary or past), it also provides
a set of viable alternatives to the behaviors, beliefs and values
of the student's own culture.  Anthropology plays an important
role in the overall mission of Raystown College.  As a critical
discipline anthropology encourages analytical thinking,
creativity, and the free exchange of diverse ideas.  As a
discipline focused on the critique of one's own culture,
anthropology encourages students to develop an informed
appreciation of their cultural heritage.  Because this informed
appreciation is based upon positioning oneself within the
culture of another, anthropology most fundamentally extends
the student's academic experience into the world and
encourages the free and open exchange of thought among
peoples of distinct cultures and nations.
Student Development Goals
Students graduating from Raystown College with a
progammatic emphasis in anthropology should have achieved
the four goals listed below.  For other students these outcomes
may be variably achieved according to the number and the
configuration of anthropology courses they take.

1.  Have the knowledge base, intellectual skills, and
value orientation to understand that other ways of life are as
valid, comprehensible, and fulfilling as their own.  Achieving
this goal requires students to: 

A). Gain a working knowledge of the language
anthropologists use to describe and categorize
economic, social, political, and ideological systems,
and examine a broad range of ethnographic works. 
B). Learn the basic skills involved in participant
observation, including listening, observing,
questioning (interviewing), and being a sensitive
participant in the activities of others.  Students must
also be aware of the ways in which ethnographic
knowledge is created by the ethnographer's active
selection, based on the ethnographer's theoretical
perspective, of activities, events, behaviors, to report
and interpret.  Finally, students must have learned to
view culture not as a thing but as a dialectical process
of humans interacting with and adapting to their
natural and social environments.
C). Develop the values central to anthropology,
including cultural relativism, open-mindedness,
tolerance, and sensitivity to others.
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2.  Have the knowledge base and intellectual
 skills to understand that all cultures are constantly evolving,
and that these evolutionary changes form comprehensible
patterns.  In addition to the knowledge, skills, and values
listed above, achieving this goal requires students to:

A). Gain a working knowledge of the language
archaeologists use to define and describe
archaeological cultures, and examine a broad range
of ethnological and archaeological studies. 
B). Learn the basic skills archaeologists use to
reconstruct past cultures, particularly how
archaeologists create ethnographic knowledge about
the economic, social, political, and ideological
systems of past cultures through the interpretation of
material culture.  Students must also come to
understand the statistical and analytical methods
used by anthropologists to discern and describe
cultural patterns, both temporal and spatial.  Finally,
students must learn to approach culture change from
an evolutionary perspective by recognizing that
recurring patterns of change point to underlying
evolutionary processes.
3.  Have the knowledge base and the intellectual,

 methodological, and theoretical skills necessary to investigate
and explain how and why particular cultures evolve the forms
they do.  In addition to the knowledge, skills, and values listed
above, achieving this goal requires students to:

A). Gain a working knowledge of the theory and
methodology of comparative research, and examine
a broad range of comparative and evolutionary
studies in anthropology. 
B). Learn the skills of social science research,
including choosing appropriate types of data,
sampling, creating and coding variables, theory
building, and hypothesis testing.  This requires
students to develop skills in descriptive and
inferential statistics, and to become creative problem
solvers.
4.  Have the knowledge base and intellectual ability

to critically examine their own culture and to explore how
their culture shapes their understanding of themselves, of
others, and of the natural world.  In addition to the knowledge,
skills, and values listed above, achieving this goal requires
students to:

A). Gain a basic knowledge of the Western
intellectual tradition and its primary tenets (the self-
knowing individual, the use of reason to determine
truth, an empirical basis to reality, the idea of
progress, utopia as the end-point and purpose of
history). 
B). Learn the skills of critical theory, particularly
Marxist and post-structuralist approaches.

C). One value students cannot maintain if they are to
achieve this goal is ethnocentrism, for more than
anything else, ethnocentrism prevents creative
insights in to one's own culture. “

The Cultural Contradictions of  Assessment

Kathleen S. Fine-Dare (Fort Lewis College)

On August 27, 1997, ABC’s “Primetime Live”
highlighted the accomplishments of the superintendent of the
Seattle school system, a retired major general who, by
requiring all students to dress in uniform, calling his
principals “captains,” and grafting a military model onto
market-based ideas of accountability and output, is said to be
turning things completely around in terms of human
productivity.  Discipline plus accountability equals success in
this new/old equation, wherein pedagogy is revealed as
irrelevant in the face of the more pressing goals of raising test
scores, reducing violence, and getting students jobs.  This
example, of course, is found in a K-12 public school system,
not in a university, but it is apparent that the
output/accountability model is looking awfully good these days
to those who, following Adam Smith, would see higher
education and its overpaid professors as a nonproductive drain
on the economy.  A lot of people in the academy are talking of
taking early retirement these days, as university education
seems completely threatened by public apathy, legislative
cynicism, and a fierce market push towards “long-distance
learning.”  Professors no longer can “merely” profess; we
must also assess.  It is not enough to impart knowledge, we
have to figure out the “goals” of this impartation, measure
somehow the extent to which our students meet these goals,
make a report listing our successes and failures, and outline
what we intend to do about it when goals and outcomes don’t
match up. 

We might approach this disturbing turn of events in
various ways.  One way, presented today in a paper by Byron
Dare and Roger Peters, is to examine assessment practices in
light of post-Cold War ideological moves in United States
political history.  In the absence of a Soviet bloc, higher
education has become a new enemy to confront and control.
Although I believe this is an accurate way to view these moves
in the past decade and a half, my point of view is that the
context for these dicta is much broader and deeper than Dare
and Peters suggest (see p. 19), informed less by conspiracy
than by what we should have come to expect from the
American experience by now, an erosion of the goals of
pragmatism to a kind of scientistic utilitarianism that behaves
with no real long-term goals in mind, and, more disturbingly,
no real understanding that there are serious disjunctures
between what is professed and what is done.  I am convinced
that while it is clearly the case that regional accreditation
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agencies are pressured and even threatened by the Department
of Education to make universities more accountable for and
less wasteful of resources as they carry out their educational
practices, the architects of  this activity seem unaware that
what they are doing is undermining the goals of higher
education, however ill-defined and inchoate those may be.
And this should come as no surprise.  

As Patrick Diggins has noted in a brilliant
contemplation of the failure of American pragmatism to fulfill
its promises (1994:15), “there is no correlation between what
Americans profess as their legitimating beliefs and what they
do in the actual world of power and interest.”  Henry Adams
noted this tendency of American political leaders to allow
their decisions to be determined by “circumstance rather than
by ‘principle,’” and by “the calculation of consequences rather
than by a stubborn adherence to ideology” (Diggins 1994:17).

Our dilemma, then, is quite an American one.  This
statement may offer no immediate comfort, but it is precisely
in the insistence upon adherence to principles where we may
effectively resist or change the direction of this particular
juggernaut.  As anthropologists we should present ourselves
more aggressively as the experts who should be consulted
before “social engineering” projects that may destroy the
university and our students’ educational experiences are
imposed irresponsibly.  I am convinced that we must become
vocal and visible opponents of meaningless assessment
practices, explaining why assessment needs to take seriously
the insights of an ethnographically-grounded social science
that realizes that the “outcomes” of successful education
cannot be measured at the end of a semester, and that it may
take decades before the results bear fruit.  We need to let
administrators know that what we are impelled to do via
assessment is to evaluate the effectiveness of one kind of
expensive acculturation device (higher education) in terms of
criteria inappropriately adopted from the market.  We should
perhaps explain what it would take, in social scientific terms,
to do assessment well and faithfully, what the costs would be
(prohibitive, no doubt), and that if it evaluators are not
prepared to have the practice done well (which would involve,
at the very least, longitudinal student tracking covering
decades, accompanied by ethnographic research) then perhaps
it should not be done at all, or at least not in terms of
impossible-to-measure “outcomes.”

At the very least, we should write a lot of memos,
showing them that we are not just sitting ducks.  Here’s one
that I wrote last year in response to my college’s Director of
Assessment’s question regarding assessment and culture:

MEMORANDUM

To: Director of Assessment, Fort Lewis College
(Colorado State University System)

From: Kathy Fine-Dare, Professor of Anthropology and
Women’s Studies 

In response to your question about how the
assessment process has modified the culture of my academic
department, I have a few brief responses, each centered around
a different working definition of culture.  None of these
definitions, when operationalized (or quasi/provisionally
operationalized) stands alone, and indeed leads into the next
somewhat progressively:

First, if culture is defined as a material product of
human thought and labor, then the material products produced
in our department have been altered by the addition of a new
type of product, an assessment report produced in accordance
with criteria established from outside our discipline.  And
while we are given some latitude in devising our own
outcomes, the fact that we as social scientists know that not all
things--indeed, perhaps the most important things--are not
"measurable" means that we spend a lot of time figuring out
how other things can be "measured" as "outcomes."  The
culture of material products such as lectures, exams,
assignments, and so on, as well as the research we conduct
individually, has not been transformed but increased.  In
other words, the change in our material culture has been one
of accrual as our work load has increased but our total
production has not been transformed at a structural level.

Second, if culture is defined in terms of statistical
outcomes of our actual behavior (a process that encompasses
material products), then what assessment has created are very
real changes in the division of labor in our department and the
nature of the work load attached to certain people.  As only
those faculty who teach our Senior Seminar are required to
work on the overall assessment report, a division has been
created between "assessment" and "non-assessment"
personnel.  Now, in addition to archaeologists, ethnologists,
and physical anthropologists, and in addition to full
professors, associate professors, and assistant professors, and
in addition to Chairs and non-Chairs, we have Assessment
and Non-Assessment "people."  These other divisions get
enough  in the way of good communication among us; now
there's just one more to keep track of.

Next, if culture is defined in a normative sense as a
set of ideals, values, and perhaps hopes and aspirations, it
can be said that the assessment process has made some
changes, but only at a rather superficial level.  By this I mean
that while no one's values of the importance of teaching
anthropology and the proper way of doing this have been
changed, some of the tacit nature of our practice has moved
into the explicit arena as we now must state in measurable
terms what "we" (as a "teaching collective") expect to see from
our students at the end of their tenure as anthropology majors.
However, as with any move from "tacit" to "explicit" (whether
it is in the realm of assessing linguistic competence via
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linguistic performance analyzed via syntactic and semantic
understandings or in wondering consciously whether two feet
or three is an appropriate distance to keep from a stranger in
an elevator, the contemplation of which makes the tacit "rule"
suddenly very murky...) it becomes very difficult to know if the
newly-realized explicitness ("oh, THAT'S what we meant all
along!") is on the order of a true realization after the fact, or
is a newly-created artifact of an artificially-imposed
analysis/assessment process.  This leads to cognitive
definitions of culture and the question, "Is the map really the
territory, or does it construct the territory later?"  As all
anthropologists know, you have to get through the territory
somehow, so you need to create a map (or else be led
blindfolded by a guide/informant) but when the map gets
transformed into what is really a lush territory inhabited by the
creative minds of very diverse faculty members who have very
different teaching styles, pedagogical aims, intuitive
understandings of their students' understandings and the like,
then the result seems as flat and artificial and lifeless as any
map can be.  And while it has been helpful to impel ourselves
to make some things explicit about what we "do," it has also
forced us to consider our "we-ness" in a manner that
essentializes, reduces, and distorts the real diversity of this
multiplex "we."  "We" are not a set of sixth-grade teachers
trained in following a common lesson-plan structure mandated
from a state educational board.  But "we" are increasingly led
to feel that way.  Which leads me to...

More recent definitions of culture that recognize the
very concept as an artifact of colonial relations that, as a
necessity of administering an empire, create rigid "Us/Them"
distinctions embodied in all our notions of race, class, gender,
and other typologies of hierarchy.  What has become
increasingly apparent during the past decade as
anthropologists have done some intensive deconstruction of
the concept that makes up our very raison d'être, is that
culture is a political tool used for purposes of reducing and
managing populations, as well as a means to resist such
reduction.  Unfortunately, as any colonialist tool is
appropriated as a means to resist power, it often implicates
itself in the very power structures/attitudes it seeks to
undermine.  (Hence the use of the culture concept as in
"multiculturalism," which has often concretized, distorted, and
even neo-racialized diversity in the name of liberating it.)

Thus, in the case of the attempts of the Fort Lewis
College Department of Anthropology to implement the
Colorado Commission on Higher Education and North Central
Association assessment programs, we have been made aware
of some "cultural" differences that have been created to control
our actions and modify our own sets of knowledge and
intuitions about the best ways to teach a subject as rich and
complex as anthropology.  These "cultural differences" do not
obtain solely in the newly-created category of
"Assessment/Non-assessment" departmental personnel, but in

the creation (or at least heightened awareness of) the Us/Them
distinction embodied in state bureaucrats with power v. higher
educators with no power (and far, far less earning potential).
As social scientists, and as humanists, the imposition of what
we see as Procrustean "assessment" procedures based on an
almost total ignorance of not only the subject matters that we
teach, but the life-consuming rigor involved in how we teach
them, leads us to a culture of fatalism in which we see that
we are bit players in a cynical power structure that not only
does not know what we do, but does not respect it, does not
trust our ability to evaluate, reflect upon, and improve it in our
own ways, informed by our own vast experience and sense of
vocational calling.   As has been noted by intelligent persons
who help translate state bureaucratic requirements into do-
able, less onerous practices for us, the anti-intellectual culture
of deceit that permeates the state legislature seems to be
attempting to silence the intellectual pursuit of truth within
the halls of higher education, as well as the public's general
faith in educators as opposed to its mistrust of legislators.

To summarize this bleak picture, then, my view is
that the culture of imparting to students our deep passion for
an intellectual subject matter the accurate understanding of
which has crucial implications for our students' ability to live
and work as decent, democratically-inspired humanists (if not
feminists as well) has been undermined by an assessment
process that seems to have as its goal the stifling of higher
education, despite rhetorical moves to the contrary.  We are
given fewer resources every year to do what we do well and
believe passionately in, by a legislature that nevertheless
demands that we do a different kind of work layered on top of
what we already do. This "different kind of work" is neither
informed by talking to us directly, learning about what we do,
knowing what we know, or believing in what we believe.  We
therefore toil in a plantation for a master who does not even
care to know our names, following mandates that ultimately
come from the federal government and from the business
community, although these are not presented to us in an open
fashion.  Many of us are disappointed and saddened by a turn
of events that seems to indicate to us that what we do matters
less than what we thought and that how we do it will not be
chosen by us, as cultural practitioners, but by outsiders to our
culture.  

We have therefore developed, these past few years,
the culture of the boilerplate report, which cuts across all
the definitions of culture discussed above and has contributed
to the sense that in writing these reports, we participate in a
culture of resistance which, while it may empower us briefly,
also demoralizes us as we realize what we're mainly doing is
participating in a culture of acquiescence to the forces that
implicate us in the very structures of power we try to teach our
students to liberate themselves from.
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The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly:
Assessment in Small Institutions

Lawrence B. Breitborde (Knox College)

The assessment movement has become one of our
current demons in higher education--and sometimes for good
reason.  It is not difficult to find substantial reasons for
concern and criticism, but assessment has become a reality
that cannot be ignored.  Assessment of student learning has
become an integral part of the larger process of institutional
accreditation that creates fear, if not chaos, on a ten-year cycle
for most of our institutions. Unfortunately, the ways in which
assessment programs have been developed have, I think,
obscured some of the potential usefulness of the process.  In
this paper, I do not offer a defense of assessment.  Instead, I'd
like to focus on some fundamentals of the process in order to
underscore their potential usefulness and reasonableness to us
as both anthropologists and educators. 

As I begin this exercise, I offer two disclaimers.
First, what I have to say is applicable mostly to small, private
institutions.  This is a FOSAP gathering, of course, so perhaps
I don't have to worry about large departments and large
institutions. But some of our small programs are at public
institutions, and the cast of characters and scope of authority
are quite different at state and private institutions. I don't
know much about the world of state legislators who have
direct, budgetary power over an institution; I am not part of
that world and don't think I ever want to be.  So I don't know
how much of what I say might be applicable in those settings.

Second, I proceed with a suspicion that I would like
to make explicit, namely, that most faculty or even department
chairs learn about assessment from college administrators or
colleagues, rather than having examined directly the
publications and statements of accrediting agencies.  My
concern is whether the statements of the accrediting agencies
might, from time to time, be more reasonable than their
translations by deans, some faculty members, or by that new,
developing and potentially dangerous specialist, the
institutional researcher.

And so I'll begin with some attention to the sacred
sources themselves.  I take for my text today the recently
published second edition of the Handbook of Accreditation,
published in September 1997 by the North Central Association
of Colleges and Schools, one of the larger accrediting agencies
in the United States.  The Handbook, available for a few
dollars to anyone (!) is the enabling legislation, the text, the

guidelines by which NCA grants accreditation, or
re-accreditation, or accepts or rejects any institution's plan for
the assessment of student learning.  It is not gripping reading,
but (again my suspicion) it may be more reasonable reading
than some of its translations that are promulgated on our
campuses.

The process by which a college or university is
accredited involves making a case that the institution meets
certain requirements, including five key criteria.  These
criteria include:

1.  The institution has clear and publicly
stated purposes consistent with its mission
and appropriate to an institution of higher
learning
2. The institution has effectively organized
the human, financial and physical resources
necessary to accomplis its purposes
3.  The institution is accomplishing its
educational and other purposes 
4. The institution can continue to
accomplish its purposes and strengthen its
educational effectiveness
5. The institution demonstrates integrity in
its practices and relationships (Handbook of
Accreditation, 1997)

Not in themselves too threatening!  It is important to note that
none of the criteria mentions assessment.  Yet, the Handbook
explains, assessment is now an inherent part of those criteria:

The Commission's expectation that an
institution have effective programs to assess
student achievement is now embedded in its
Criteria for Accreditation: `The institution
is accomplishing its education and other 
purposes’ (Criterion Three) and `The
institution can continue to accomplish its
purposes and strengthen its educational
effectiveness’ (Criterion Four).  The
patterns of evidence for these criteria
illustrate the centrality of an effective
assessment program in documenting the
effectiveness of an institution's educational
programs and theinstitution's commitment
and capacity to strengthen these programs.
Although the commission does not specify
a specific pattern of evidence necessary to
assure that an institution meets these two
criteria, it continues to expect that a
program of assessment of student academic
achievement exists and that its usefulness be
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a key indicator of how well an institution
meets them.

The Commission does not prescribe a
specific specific methodology for assssment.
Instead it calls on each institution to
structure an assessment program around its
stated mission and educational purposes....

The program to assess student learning
 should emerge from and be sustained by a
faculty and administrative commitment of
excellent teaching and effective learning,
provide explicit and public statements
regarding the institution's expectation for
student learning; and use the information
gained from the systematic collection and
examination of assessment data both
tocument and improve student
learning...(Commission Statement on
Assessment of Student Academic
Achievement, 22 Feb.  1996; cited in
Handbook: 1997: 42)

In spite of the NCA's disclaimer that it does not mandate any
specific assessment method, the Handbook surrenders to
requests for at least some guidelines for successful assessment
programs.  Among those guidelines, I draw attention to the
following:

1.  A strong, readily-identifiable relationship exists between
overall institutional mission and objectives and the specific
educational objectives of individual departments of programs.
2.  Faculty....own and drive the program and use it to find
ways to improve the education they provide. The institution
motivates, recognizes and rewards faculty efforts in
assessment...
3.  A variety of measures of student learning, and the strengths
and weakness of different methods are acknowledged.  These
include:

--direct indicators  including pre- and
post-testing, capstone courses, oral exams,
portfolio assessments, thesis, standardized
national exams, locally developed tests,
juried reviews
--indirect indicators of learning: including
information from alums, employers,
graduation rates, retention rates, success of
students in subsequent academic settings
--data collections:  interviews, essays,
writing samples, portfolios, exit interviews

At some risk, I'd like to suggest that none of this is
unreasonable in its own right.  Yet, the translation of these
guidelines into practice can drive a person to operations and
programs which are unreasonable and, perhaps, unnecessary.
Instead, I'd like to suggest that the need for an assessment plan
may lead us to utilize more effectively information we already
have and potentially improve the quality of the education we
provide.

I'd like to illustrate what I consider to be some
reasonable examples that have been accepted by NCA as
appropriate parts of institutional assessment plans with which
I have been associated. I hope that these examples evidence
not the "bad and ugly" of assessment, but actually some of the
"good" that can come from the process.  

Example 1 -- General Education
Many institutions include in their general education

requirements a commitment to breadth across the liberal arts.
Breadth may be defined in a disciplinary way:  the need for a
well-educated person to have some experience with the arts
and humanities, social and natural sciences. Conversely,
breadth may be articulated in terms of major themes or content
areas: the need for a well-educated person to have an
understanding of the the natural environment, the socially
constructed world, culturally constructed meanings, artistic
creativity, etc.  In either case, the aim is likely to be for
students to acquire an appreciation of the multiple, sometimes
complementary, sometimes competing perspectives on any
reality that follow from disciplinary-based points of view.  

If a college is so committed, it is not unreasonable to
ask: how do the distribution requirements ensure that the
exposure to the breadth of the liberal arts occurs?  How
narrowly or how broadly do students choose from among the
many disciplines that help them meet these requirements?
One successful assessment plan has indicated that, for the first
time in its history, the institution will regularly monitor the
selections students make to satisfy their distribution
requirements.  Are there differences in the ways in which
humanities majors satisfy distribution?  Do non-scientists
make different general education choices than scientists?  To
what extent do students go beyond the minimum distribution
requirements in their selections?  Are their choices all
introductory level courses, or do they choose intermediate or
advanced courses as well?

Monitoring the patterns of choice and reflecting on
them periodically has been an acceptable assessment
procedure for the effectiveness of one part an institution's
academic program.  The data already existed: the computers
were full of records of student's choices of courses.  What the
assessment plan led to was an effort to regularly examine
those data in order to reveal the patterns of choices by students
to allow the faculty to consider whether those patterns
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suggested the aims of the distribution requirements were being
met.

Example 2 -- Integration Within the Major
A simple model of any major includes an

 introductory gateway (or gateways), a set of intermediate
courses that might involve multiple pathways, e.g.,
methodology, content areas, theory, and an integrative
capstone experience (a senior seminar, or required senior
project).  It is not unreasonable to ask whether the components
of a major program, say a major in anthropology, can be
rationalized.  For example, is a senior project based on the
notion that an intensive research experience itself, a focus on
a specialized topic, will enhance the major?  Or should a
senior project also provide a means through which a student
can link their specialized expertise to a fuller understanding
of the subfields within anthropology?

This latter question has led one assessment program
to ask, to what extent does a major program's capstone
effectively foster integration?  Does a senior research project
explicitly require connections between the topic and several
different subfields of anthropology? Here, simply building in
a requirement for integration helps demonstrate the link
between program requirements and program rationale.

What was required to "create" an assessment
mechanism here was to ask this department (and each college
department) to provide a rationale for the structure and
organization of its major.  Could such a rationale lead to
change?  Perhaps, but probably because of a renewed
awareness of aspects of the program that may not have moved
into the consciousness of the faculty except for the need to
address assessment within the major.

Example 3 -- Assessment of a Special Program
The institution with which I am now associated has,

for several decades, offered an honors progam for seniors.
Admitted by application, a senior will propose a year-long
research project, supported by a committee of a principal
advisor and two others.  The project need not be departmental,
but may be.  (Honors is awarded not in a department but
college-wide.) In the spring, the student's thesis is defended
through an oral examination involving an examiner from
outside the institution.   

Almost since the inception of the program, outside
examiners have been asked to send letters to the director of the
honors program about their experiences.  As the College's
assessment plan was developed, it was discovered that these
letters provide a regular, systematic and rich data-base of
external opinions that complement the reports and
assessments of college faculty of the program.  No new
procedures were implemented to provide a regular assessment
mechanism of this program; rather a commitment to a
systematic examination and reporting of existing data has

helped make that information more useful in the College's
understanding strengths and weaknesses of this program.

Important Questions
I realize that the examples I am using are special

ones  They do not exhaust the full range of questions which
assessment asks us to pursue.  At the same time, I hope they
suggest that strategies can be developed which build on
existing information, which make such information
moreuseful than it might otherwise be, and which will keep us
anchored to the basic questions which assessment proposes:

(a) What are our institutions or our anthropology programs
trying to do?
(b) What are the means by which we try to accomplish those
goals?
(c)  How de we know what happens and what is
accomplished?

I would assert that these are not unreasonable questions nor
ones that necessarily push us to the abyss of standardized tests,
special assessment consultants, pre- and post-testing in our
courses, or the host of frightening and vacuous mechanisms
that are advertised weekly in our junk mail. 

“Outcomes”
Perhaps the most powerful term (or I might have said

"off-putting" or "frightening"!) in assessment is: “outcomes,”
or “student outcomes.”  It is this term, more than anything
else, that has led some of us to feel that the ground has shifted
from below.  But, Stanley Ikenberry, president of the
American Council on Education, reminds us that the concern
for "outcomes" ultimately rests on "the assessment of learning
and how judgments of quality are to be made":

The tension revolves around the meaning of
the world "quality"and our ability to assess
it.  We have tended to judge the quality of
college and university programs through a
careful and, so far as possible, fair and 
objective examination of the processes used
to provide learning. By relying heavily on
assessments of the quality of the faculty, the
strength of the library, the nature of
academic governance, and the adequacy of
facilities and the curriculum, among other
indicators, we have made judgments about
the quality of the program overall and its
assumed outcomes.

The target has moved however....many of
the old measures no longer apply, or they
take on different meanings....
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I associate myself with those who are not
especially attracted to the word
"accountability," since it too often relates to
a struggle for power and control between
state bureaucrats and those on campus. Nor
do I especially like the words "outcomes" or
"outcome measures" which too often
suggest the use of oversimplified indicators
of quality or some paper-and-pencil test to
assess vastly complex intellectual and
personal qualities....Nonetheless, it is urgent
that colleges and universities find new and
more effective ways to assess learning and
judge academic quality... (Ikenberry,
1997:449).  

We should, then, assert ourselves with some
confidence and seriousness (and sense) in this assessment
task. We need not be cowed into thinking that "outcomes"
requires us to subject our anthropology programs or
college-wide programs to some inappropriate standardized
tests.  Rather, we should take he question of how we define
"quality" and how we rationalize our explanations of
quality--and subject our programs and institutions to our own
scrutiny to assess whether what students do is consistent with
those definitions of quality.  Often we can do this with existing
data and, perhaps, some new thinking.  Regardless, rather
than assessment becoming something that is being done to us,
we can  make assessment useful to ourselves and in our own
terms, and have such plans accepted by accrediting agencies
and, lest we forget, improve the quality of teaching and
learning in our programs.
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Assessment as Ideology: Reagan’s 
Revenge

Byron Dare and Roger Peters (Fort Lewis College)

This paper explores the link between the widespread
conservative reaction to the 1960s and contemporary
assessment mandates.  In particular, it examines the policies
initiated by William Bennett as Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of
Education in 1988 to force accrediting agencies to incorporate

assessment as a component of their evaluation of higher
education programs.  In addition, our analysis links these
policies to an attack on higher education initiated by the
Trilateral Commission in 1975 and carried through the period
of domestic “culture wars” from William Bloom’s The Closing
of the American Mind: How Higher Education Has Failed
Democracy and Impoverished the Souls of Today’s
Students(1987) through Robert Bork’s Slouching Towards
Gomorrah: Modern Liberalism and America’s Decline(1996).
And while there are certainly other components that need to
be considered when analyzing assessment and accountability
mandates, we would be remiss to ignore the ideological factors
underlying a program that presents itself as rational, common
sensical, and even scientific.

Even the quickest glance at the social and political
environment in the United States today clarifies the  intensity
of the reaction to policies generated from the upheavel of the
1960s.  Affirmative Action is on the ropes, if not down for the
count; George Bush’s proclamation upon verifying Iraq’s
surrender in the Gulf War Armistice in 1991 (“By God, we’ve
kicked the Vietnam Syndrome once and for all”) provides a
haunting link between the jungles of southeast Asia and the
desert of Iraq; and the murder last summer of a teenage
Hispano shepherd by a U.S. Marine Corps sniper on a drug
interdiction mission in southwest Texas is a component of the
“War on Drugs”--a war impossible to conceive without a
reference to the proliferation of recreational drug use thirty
years ago.  For some, “the sixties” still represent a period
when this society struggled to narrow the gap between its
professed ideals and reality; for others, it conjures up Edmund
Burke’s 18th-century nightmare of an “antagonistic world of
madness, discord, vice, confusion, and unavailing
sorrow”(Burke 1955: 97).

Ronald Reagan’s election in 1980 signaled the
ascendence of the latter group, and his appointment of
William Bennett as Secretary of Education in 1985 opened the
door to a wholesale attack on higher education--the relative
democratization of which should not be forgotten as a critical
legacy of the 60s. Three years later, Bennett formalized his
assault on the academy by mandating that accrediting agencies
expand the scope of their activities to include assessment.
Today, as more and more faculty and administrators are
beginning to realize the ramifications of these policies, we
would do well to recall Tom Hayden’s 1995 observation that
“Reagan has tried through administrative methods to
dismantle as much as possible of what the Sixties
created”(Miller, 1987: 321).  We will return to the details of
Bennett’s DoE following a quick attempt to provide some
necessary background information.
     In political terms, the sixties represent a dramatic
crisis of legitimacy for government institutions.  In social
terms, they represent an intense demand for greater equality,
and the concomitant extension of influence to voices that had
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been ignored throughout U.S. history.  No one should be
surprised that institutions of higher education provided an
arena where much of this activity was focused, and defenders
of the pre-sixties status quo are still haunted by the images of
a younger generation of educated citizens challenging their
norms.  Significantly, this specter often includes an updated
dimension that repeatedly links higher education today with
the challenges of the past:

It was a malignant decade that, after a
fifteen-year remission, returned in the
1980s to metastasize more devastatingly
throughout our culture than it had in the
sixties, not with tumult but quietly, in the
moral and political assumptions of those
who now control and guide our major
cultural institutions.  The Sixties radicals
are still with us, but now they do not
paralyze the universities; they run them
(Bork 1996: 53).

The “Vietnam Syndrome”
Michael Klare has defined the “Vietnam Syndrome”

as “the American public’s disinclination to engage in further
military interventions in internal Third World conflicts”
resulting from our agonizing experience in southeast Asia
(Klare 1981: 1), and Noam Chomsky notes that the term
summarizes the elites’ response “to the effects of formerly
passive groups to engage in the political process...”(Chomsky
1982: 5).  Klare documents the efforts to destroy the lessons
that we thought we had learned in the sixties. He stresses that,
beginning in 1973, the attacks cut across party lines and
included participants from both outside and inside the foreign
policy establishment who were “determined to revive
intervention as a legitimate instrument of U.S. foreign
policy...[by launching] a vigorous and unceasing campaign to
`cure’ America of the `Vietnam Syndrome’” (Klare 1981: 1).
Today’s “bipartisan foreign policy” illustrates the success of
the campaign.

Dimensions of the “Syndrome” have even found their
way into the historical record of the Gulf War.  In Desert
Victory: The War For Kuwait (published by the U.S. Naval
Institute Press), the author attributes motivations to Saddam
Hussein that are purely speculative, but familiar to the mantra
of the “Syndrome”:

Saddam apparently believed that the United
States would shrink from serious military
sacrifice, that it was soft and decadent...He
was impressed by what he saw as U.S.
weakness in withdrawing from Vietnam
after losing 50,000 troops.  He may have
been aware of the numerous post-Vietnam

claims, in the United States, that foreign
war would be impossible in the future
(Friedman 1991: 108).

In Crusade: The Untold Story of the Persian Gulf War, Rick
Atkinson, of the Washington Post, opens the Prologue and
concludes the Epilogue with a focus on Vietnam, including 54
references in the index.  We are reminded that “senior [Gulf]
officers were junior officers in Vietnam..forever seared by the
war and the hard peace that followed,” and that “For Norman
Schwarzkopf and his lieutenants, this war had lasted not six
weeks, but twenty years” (Atkinson 1993:2).  He concludes
with a description of the victory parade in Washington D. C.,
noting that:

For twenty years the debacle in Vietnam
had bred self-reproach, mistrust, and an
abiding doubt in the efficacy of military
power.  The competence and potency of the
American military was now beyond
question (Atkinson 1993: 493).

 
The “Crisis of Democracy”

In 1975, as Saigon fell and the attack on the
“Vietnam Syndrome” gained momentum, the Trilateral
Commission (the organization created by David Rockefeller in
1973 and composed of political and business elites from the
United States, western Europe and Japan) sponsored a study
on the governability of democracies.  Written by scholars from
the three areas, the report was published as The Crisis of
Democracy by New York University Press in 1975.  The
authors introduce their thoughts by quoting Joseph
Schumpeter’s definition of intellectuals as those “who wield
power of the spoken and written word...[in] the absence of
direct responsibility for practical affairs”(Crozier, et al.
1975:6). This theme of a lack of responsibility (or
accountability) provides the foundation for later attacks on
higher education.  They go on to identify a “stratum of value-
oriented intellectuals who often devote themselves to the
derogation of leadership, the challenging of authority, and the
unmasking and delegitimation of established institutions,”
concluding that

...this development constitutes a challenge
to democratic government which is,
potentially at least, as serious as those posed
in the past by aristocratic cliques, fascist
movements, and communist parties
(Crozier, et al. 1975:7).

Samuel Huntington went on to apply his core
argument on political instability in the southern hemisphere
(that institutional/governmental “capacity” to govern was
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overwhelmed by societal demands for participation; see
Huntington, 1968) to his discussion of the United States:

The essence of the democratic surge of the
1960s was a general challenge to existing
systems of authority ... this challenge
manifested itself in the family, the
university, business, public and private
associations, politics, the government
bureaucracy, and themilitary services
(Crozier, et al. 1975:74-75).

Anticipating later debates over an academic canon,
Huntington argued that an “excess of democracy” is the
problem, and stressed that the future of the United States is
most vulnerable to internal threats to the status quo, given our
“highly educated, mobilized, and participant society” (Crozier,
et al. 1975: 115).  Hence, it is necessary to “moderate” the
democratic “distemper,” and he identifies higher education as
an arena where limited democracy would be “appropriate”
(Crozier, et al. 1975:113-114). 

Tucked into the Appendix of The Crisis of
Democracy, the authors warn that the expansion of higher
education (again, a key component of the sixties) can
overproduce “people with university education in relation to
the jobs available for them,” drain “scarce public monies,” and
“create frustrations and psychological hardships among
university graduates who are unable to secure the types of jobs
to which they believe their education entitles them”(Crozier,
et al. 1975:183). To the initiated, this last point conjures up
the spectre of violent revolution in the United States led by an
overeducated and underemployed group experiencing “relative
deprivation” (a concept much in vogue at the time) if the trend
continued.The authors of the Trilateral study conclude that:

What seems needed...is to relate
educational planning to economic and
political goals.  Should a college education
be provided because of its contribution to
the overall cultural level of the populace
and its possible relation to the constructive
discharge of the responsibilities of
citizenship?  If this question is answered in
the affirmative, a program is then necessary
to lower the job expectations of those who
receive a college education.  If the question
is answered in the negative, then higher
education institutions should be induced
to redesign their programs so as to be
geared to the patterns of economic
development and future job opportunities
(emphasis added, Crozier, et al. 1975:183-

184).                                                         
                                                                 

 The reader in 1975 may be excused for asking “induced by
whom?,” but the answer should be clear to us today. 

What Students Learn in College
Academicians have studied the effects of college on

students in the United States since the 1920s.  The
contemporary era of this field began in 1969 with the
publication of Feldman and Newcomb’s massive review of
previously published and the authors’ own research, The
Impact of College on Students. Two of their findings were
widely publicized at publication: the first was an increase in
social and political liberalism, and the second was an increase
in skepticism about “the existence and influence of a supreme
being,” and “the church as an institution”(p.23).  Several
other studies confirmed these findings, including William
Perry’s influential description of intellectual development in
the college years. Pascarella and Terenzini’s meta-analysis of
2600 studies, based on two decades of outcomes research,
concluded:

There are unmistakable and sometimes
substantial freshman-to-senior shifts toward
openness and a tolerance for diversity, a
stronger ‘other-person orientation, and
concern for human rights and human
welfare...combined with an increase in
liberal political and social values and a
decline in both doctrinaire religious beliefs
and traditional attitudes about gender
roles...(Pascarella and Terenzini 1991: 559-
560).

Alexander Astin’s investigation of how 24,847 students taught
by about 20,000 faculty members at 217 colleges and
universities from 1985 to 1989 lent even more support to these
observations.  In addition, a sound-bite distillation of the
statistical findings in this 894-page book is that for most kinds
of measurable knowledge and skills, the average senior
graduates at about the average freshman 70th percentile.  This
research shows that although some graduates lack important
knowledge and skills, on the average most colleges are doing
a pretty good job.

William Bennett: The U.S. Departament of Education and
Assessment

Most of the facts that went into these summaries were
readily available in 1983, when the “A Nation at Risk” report
directed attention to the imperfections of U.S. education.  The
following year brought a proposal to reform undergraduate
education by William Bennett, the director of the National
Endowment for the Humanities. In To Reclaim a Legacy,
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Bennett made a plea to save higher education by recognizing
that “...the core of the American college curriculum--its heart
and soul--should be the civilization of the West, source of the
most powerful and pervasive influences on America and all of
its people.” In his concluding remarks, Bennett asks us if we
are “teaching what we should” (Bennett 1984: 30,32). This
position reflects one side of a debate that was emerging on
campuses throughout the country at the time.  The opponents,
many of whom were younger faculty who benefited from the
“democratic surge” in higher education during the sixties,
advocated greater cultural diversity and the extension of non-
western topics into the curriculum.  And while these
perspectives were hotly contested among faculty across the
country, political conservatives heralded Bennett’s
proclamation as a means to save the United States from the
group that Dinesh D’Souza would later call “The Visigoths in
Tweed.”  In November of 1984, those tuned in to Pat
Robertson’s Christian Broadcasting Network were warned
that:

The teachers that are teaching your children
are not necessarily nice, wonderful servants
of the community.  They are activists
supporting...one set of values and a number
of the values which they espouse are:
affirmative action, ERA, gun control
legislation, sex education, illegal teacher’s
strikes, nuclear freeze, federal funding for
abortions, decriminalization of marijuana,
etc.(quoted in Hunter 1991: 204).

As the “culture wars” emerged into public debate in
the mid 1980s, Reagan replaced his Secretary of Education
(Terrell Bell, who later “wrote of his battles while in office
with ‘the lunatic fringes of ideological political
thought’”[Brademas 1987: 99]) with Bennett. He soon became
known as an advocate of “assessment” of the effects, or
“outcomes,” of higher education, arguing:

I believe that higher education could learn
a lesson from the reform movement taking
place at the elementary and secondary level.
For one, the call for assessment has been
good for elementary and secondary
education (Bennett 1985: ii).

Within months of his confirmation, the DoE (with the
assistance of the American Association of Higher Education)
sponsored the first of a continuing series of national
conferences on assessment that introduced the themes that
characterize mandates to assess outcomes to this day.  In his
1985 foreword to a DoE publication of papers on assessment,
Bennett showed his ideological hand by  noting that:

I believe that thoughtful asessment will
bear out the truth of what I have been
saying about the matters that lie at the heart
of higher education.  I believe we will find
that students regard their college experience
as more valuable if they have been required
to confront the truly great issues, great
thoughts, and great writers.  Real
assessment, I think, will bring support for
these themes for which I have argued in
the past (emphasis added; Bennett 1985:
iii).

The “themes” for which Bennett had argued were soon to
emerge as a call to return to an education narrowed to the
“western canon,” and the campaign to assert its preeminence
included a wholesale attack on higher education in the United
States.  Conflict within the academy is certainly not unique--
but a premier advocate for one side was now the secretary of
education in an administration committed to overturning the
“Vietnam Syndrome” and the associated remnants of the
sixties.

While the federal government’s interest in higher
education predates the ratification of the Constitution, it did
not emerge as a major player until World War II and the
ensuing Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944.  The “GI
Bill” produced an unprecedented expansion of post-secondary
educational opportunities for veterans, but it failed to provide
any guidelines for educational programs.  The result was a
proliferation of fly-by-night “institutions”(that often advertised
via matchbooks) that took the money but provided little or
nothing in return.  In response:

The Korean War GI bill, passed in 1952,
required the commissioner of education to
develop and maintain a list of accrediting
agencies that “he determines to be reliable
authority as to the quality of training offered
by an educational institution...”  The
accrediting process received another
infusion of delegated power in 1958 when
the National Defense Education Act
specified that one of the definitions of an
“institution of higher education,” for the
purposes of participation in NDEA
programs, was that it be “accredited by a
nationally recognized accrediting agency or
association.” It was again left to the
commissioner to “recognize” the accrediting
bodies(Finn 1978: 157).

In the mid 1970s, following widespread news reports on high
default rates on student loans, accrediting agencies balked at
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congressional pressure to extend their authority deeper into
the workings of higher education institutions.  In 1974 Frank
G. Dickey, executive director of the National Commission on
Accreditation, testified that:

If “policing and fiscal accounting” for
federal funds must be done... “only
governmental machinery can effect such
monitoring,” and the private accreditation
system ought not be burdened with this
public function. “Accreditation,” Dickey
warned, “cannot be a surrogate ministry of
education”(Finn, 1978: 159, 160).

Shortly after taking office, Bennett convened the
National Advisory Committee on Accreditation and
Institutional Eligibility to review the criteria used by the DoE
to approve accrediting agencies:

...the recommendations developed by the
NACAIE was to preserve the voluntary,
self-regulatory character of accreditation,
while providing those working within the
system with the encouragement and the
support to meet the challenge of improving
the quality of postsecondary education, as 
measured through the assessment of
educational effectiveness  (emphasis added,
Federal Register Vol. 53, No. 127: 25088).

On July 1, 1988, the new regulations (to amend 34CFR
Part602)were announced: “greater emphasis” would
henceforth be placed “upon consistent assessment of
documentable student achievement as a principle element in
the accreditation process,” and:

Accrediting agencies would be required to
adopt and act upon guidelines for
examining an institution’s or program’s
representations of its programs, practices,
and student achievements (emphasis added,
Federal Register Vol. 53, No.127: 25088).

It may be worth noting that the DoE’s Press Release on July
1, 1988 quotes Bennett “asking” for, as opposed to requiring,
the “more aggressive focus,” and the coup is justified as an
enhancement of fiscal responsibility. Bennett left the DoE to
become George Bush’s Director of the Office of National Drug
Control-- but his regulations were incorporated into statutory
law in Section 496 of the 1992 Higher Education Act, and the
DoE has continued on his path of micromanagement of higher
education via control over the accrediting agencies. In 1994 an
additional change was announced by the DoE:

To be listed by the Secretary as a nationally
 recognized accrediting agency, an

institutional accrediting agency must
demonstrate to the Secretary that it
maintains adequate substantive change
policies that ensure that any substantive
change to the educational mission or
program(s) of an instituition after the
agency has granted accreditation...does not
adversely affect the capacity of the
institution to continue to meet the agency’s
standards (Federal Register, Vol. 59, No.
82: 22259).

Conclusion
Much of the power in Klare’s analysis of the attack

on the “Vietnam Syndrome”is derived from his discussion of
the voluminous publications that emerged from 1973 through
1981 to discredit that perspective at precisely the same time
that the executive branch of the U.S. Government was making
preparations to prepare the society for future wars.  A parallel
pattern emerges in literary attacks on higher education during
and after Reagan’s administration.  Time does not permit us
to elaborate on these works, but we will close with a
chronology and illustrative passages from some of them. Note
the recurring theme that laments the impact of the sixties, and
how it roles over into the substantive arena in the attack on
“multiculturalism”:
1987 (Bennett’s plan to co-opt the accrediting agencies

was being distilled). Allan Bloom, The Closing of the
American Mind: How Higher Education has Failed
Democracy and Impoverished the Souls of Today’s
Students. “About the sixties it is now fashionable to
say that although there were indeed excesses, many
good things resulted.  But, so far as universities are
concerned, I know of nothing positive coming from
the period; it was an unmitigated disaster for
them.”(p. 320).

1988 (The new regulations were announced).  Charles
Sykes, Profscam: Professors and the Demise of
Higher Education. In a “bill of indictment for the
professors’ crimes against higher education,” Sykes
argues “They have twisted the ideals of academic
freedom into a system in which they are accountable
to no one...”  And he urges an “...assault on academic
privilege from a vigorously populist perspective...”(p.
6, 261). Sykes concludes with the promise that “Help
is on the way”(p. 264).

1990 Roger Kimball, Tenured Radicals: How Politics Has
Corrupted Higher Education. “It has often been
observed that yesterday’s student radical is today’s
tenured professor or academic dean...the men and
women who are paid to introduce students to the
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great works and ideas of our civilization have by and
large remained true to the emancipationist ideology
of the sixties...the university is now supplying many
of those erstwhile radicals with handsome paychecks,
a pleasant working environment, and lifetime job
security...”  (p. xv).  Kimball expresses continual
praise for Bennett, and stresses the western tradition
as the essential core of higher education(pp. 57-63).

1991 Dinesh D’Souza, Illiberal Education: The Politics of
Race and Sex on Campus; “The Visigoths in
Tweed,” Forbes. Higher education is being destroyed
by “...the P.C. stance of the new generation of
professors and administrators--products of the
counterculture of the 1960s--who are coming to
power in American universities”(Introduction to
Vintage Edition, 1992: p.xv).  “...citizens and parents
can pressure elected representatives to ask questions
and demand more accountability...”(Forbes: p.86).

1992 (Higher Education Act of 1992) 26 scholars
contribute to a 433 page book entitled Rethinking
America’s Security:Beyond the Cold War to New
World Order.  Edited by  Graham Allison and
published by the American Assembly and Council on
Foreign Relations, only five pages even mention
education, and all of these combined add up to less
than two pages.  But the Final Report, ostensibly
based on this scholarship, lists the primary domestic
priority as “The transformation--not tinkering or
reform--of education
at all levels to assure an adequately educated, socially
secure work force.”

Rush Limbaugh, The Way Things Ought to Be.
Limbaugh appeals for greater activism among those
who are “...growing weary of supporting a public-
education system which bans God, encourages
licentiousness, decries Western civilization, indicts
American tradition, promotes cultural disharmony,
and serves as the breeding ground to indoctrinate
new little liberals,” and he indicts multiculturalism
as “...an elimination of facts”(p. 302, 204).

1993 Rush Limbaugh, See, I Told You So. The problems in
higher education are because “Lots of people...were
hired after the 1960s simply to appease the mob
mentality that was demanding more minority control
over institutions of higher learning”(p. 83).

1996 Robert Bork, Slouching Towards Gomorrah: Modern
Liberalism and the American Decline.  “...the sixties
radicals became tenured faculty” and “they run the
institutions they formerly tried to burn down.”(p.
260, 233).  “Multiculturalism follows the agenda of
modern liberalism, and it comes straight from the
Sixties counterculture.  But now, in American

education, it is the dominant culture”(p. 304). “The
alternative to
Eurocentrism...is fragmentation and chaos,” and
“multiculturalism is barbarism, and is bringing us
into a barbarous epoch”(p. 311, 313).

1997 Samuel Huntington, “The Erosion of American
National Interests,” Foreign Affairs. “If
multiculturalism prevails and the consensus on
liberal democracy disintegrates, the United States
could join the Soviet Union on the ash heap of
history” (p. 35).

Huntington’s article brings us full circle to the
beginning of this paper.  His arguments for the Trilateral
Commission concerning the “Crisis of Democracy” provided
the foundation for all that we have discussed, and the formal
attack on the “Vietnam Syndrome” is generally traced to
General Maxwell Taylor’s 1974 article in Foreign Affairs.
Bork’s hope for the future lies in “the rise of an energetic,
optimistic, and politically sophisticated religious
conservatism” to “recapture” religion “church by church; and
education, university by university, school board by school
board”(Bork 1996: p. 336, 342). William Bennett’s
promotional blurb on the back cover of Bork’s book announces
that it is “A brilliant and alarming exploration of the dark side
of contemporary American culture.” And he concludes that
“Robert Bork has done an important and good deed.”

.
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One-Man Show: Job Security or Early Demise?
Reflections on Starting Up an Anthropology Program

at a Small Liberal Arts Institution

Stephen M. Fabian (Hanover College)

Hanover College is a small (ca. 1000 students), private
liberal arts institution, the oldest of its kind in the state  (est. 1827).
It is scenic and generally quiet, nestled in rural southern Indiana.  Its
student body comes predominantly from the tri-state area of Indiana,
Kentucky and Ohio.

I was hired initially as a temporary replacement for the one
full-time professor in our International Studies "department" who had
met an early and unexpected death while traveling in his home
country of India during the summer of 1990.  My anthropological
research had previously taken me to Latin America and Japan, and
the then current academic Dean, to his credit, decried the College's
lack of anthropology, making me an attractive candidate.  His
discussions with me at the time of hiring indicated his interest in
making mine a tenure-track position the following year, and so I took
the position, intending to make myself invaluable to the school's
curriculum and programs.  Little did I realize then that by
maximizing my appeal to the institution, and thereby  enhancing my
job security, I might ultimately threaten my very survival in the
profession!

Contributions to the Curriculum
At the time I was hired, Hanover offered only one course

in cultural anthropology, taught by an international socologist with
some anthropological background.  While what was required of me
my first year was mostly filling in and carrying on already scheduled
classes and programs, I introduced some new anthropology offerings
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and began suggesting the make-up of a coherent program of
anthropology on campus.  Greatly satisfied and relieved when my
position did become tenure-track, I became a full member of the
newly renamed Sociology and Anthropology Department, and an
active member of the International Studies Prgram.  It was time to
draw up plans and make technical recommendations to the requisite
committees and authorities to have anthropology take its rightful
place amidst our other liberal arts offerings.

As it is now organized, our department offers both a
sociology and a joint sociology/anthropology major, as well as minors
in each discipline.  As a socio-cultural anthropologist, the courses I
consider fundamental to the major are the Introduction to
Anthropology, which covers all the major subdisciplines, a course on
ethnographic field methods, and another that studies the trends and
major entities in anthropological theory.  All majors are also required
to do an independent research paper, and must pass a comprehensive
evaluation.  For electives, I offer various topical and area study
courses that align with my main interests and theCollege's needs.

Besides offering students a new major and minor,
anthropology on campus also offers students additional options in
fulfilling their General Degree Requirements on Cultures Other Than
the West, and a sequence in the social sciences.  In addition, courses
in anthropology contribute to a new major and minor in Latin
American Studies, and to the revamped International Studies Major
(which I have chaired for several years).  I have also contributed to
academic courses and programs on Africa and the Americas, and
Eurasia, have hosted speakers, offered an off-cmpus course in our
one month intensive spring term, and work closely with our new
Multicultural Affairs Office, as well as with several student
organizations.

The Demands of Teaching and Administrative Functions
Our teaching load at Hanover is seven courses per year,

arranged in a 3-3-1 pattern over fall, winter, and spring semesters.
Besides these formal courses, many faculty such as myself also offer
occasional --if not regular-- independent or directed studies for
students, and oversee student internships and the comprehensive
evaluations.  The college self-identifies as a "teaching institution,"
where the greatest emphasis on faculty responsibility is put on
teaching, with yearly salary adjustments and decisions on tenure and
promotion made accordingly.  Of course, the de facto teaching load
for each faculty person differs as influenced by enrollment figures,
lab or discussion sessions, discipline-based differences in content
and methods, or the offering of different sections of the same course
as opposed to different courses.  

While the student-teacher ratio is currently about 11:1, in
a usual fall or winter semester I will average seventy  students
enrolled in my three formal course offerings (no repetitive sections).
Since my work and interests emphasize qualitative methods, and
since the College emphasizes writing skills across the curriculum, I
spend a significant amount of time in preparing written assignments
and exams, and especially in grading them.  In addition, we faculty
have several formal office hours per week, and many of us have
additional meetings with students we oversee on independent or
directed studies.  These duties and the day-to-day lesson preparations
and reading of assigned material --particularly heavy in new and
updated courses-- require considerable time and energy, and occupy
the majority of my formal working hours during the nine months of
the in-session academic year.

In addition to our teaching responsibilities, all Hanover
faculty must serve yearly in the faculty committee or governance
system.  For some, this results in de facto positions in severl
committees outside of our department.  Not only will one be on a
formal faculty committee (such as Faculty Development or
Curriculum), but more than a few of us will perform on an ad hoc
committee (e.g., Student Retention) or in a service role (such as a
search committee).  A number of us also occupy positions in
interdepartmental academic programs such as International Studies
or Africa and the Americas.  All of these occupied statuses come with
their own administrative responsibilities, required meeting times,
and special assignments (e.g., the drafting of documents, interviews
or other formal conversations in person or via phone or e-mail,
budget planning, course or other program coordinating, etc.).
Although the work load related to such service may vary
tremendously based on an individual's statuses, roles and
expectations (imposed by self and/or others), many faculty find this
set of responsibilities onerous and unnecessarily time-consuming.

Little Time For Research: When Is an Anthropologist No Longer
an Anthropologist?

In addition to our teaching and service requirements, all
Hanover faculty are also required to continue to develop ourselves
professionally, with the expectation of periodic presentation before
peers.  Funds are available for both meeting attendance and research,
the latter through a competitive process, and sabbaticals are
encouraged (though competitive) every seventh year.

There is irony here: regardless of the College's requirement
to be an active scholar, it is what there is the least time for, and yet
what many of the faculty want more to do.  It is in this area of
research and professional development that my own ideal models and
expectations are most at conflict with the reality and demands of my
position at Hanover.  While I acknowledge and appreciate the
technical support and monetary aid that is available through the
College for the pursuit of professional development, given the
priority of teaching demands and the extra time needed in service
capacities, I m simply unable to pursue serious research or writing,
and even keeping up with the more significant developments and
publications in the discipline or my specific areas is a wished-for but
chimerical goal. 

True, I have made certain life course decisions, such as
marrying and raising three children, which also demand much more
of my time and energy than I can adequately give.  But when my
average 50-60 hour weeks leave virtually no time for serious
scholarship, I'm not sure how much more time I'd be willing to give
the profession, even had I no children's homework to check, games
to play, meals to prepare, or significant other with which to squeeze
in quality (forget quantity!) time.

But it is precisely this incongruity between my ideal
regarding professional development and the reality of work that is the
most jarring to my personal and professional identity.  My most
rewarding early work as an anthropologist was in Latin America,
culminating in a field stay among the Bororo Indians of Brazil, and
several articles and a book that are related to this.  A period of three
years in Japan followed, immediately preceding our move to
Hanover.  Since our move here, what had been the active (even
adventurous?) life of a committed ethnographer has now transformed
into the daily grind of the engrossed teacher.  The teaching has been
tremendous for my own education and maturation within the
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discipline.  But somewhere along the line I stopped being someone
working directly with the substance of anthropological study, and
instead now largely interpret and share the work of others in an effort
to open the eyes and minds of marginally interested students.  This
in itself may not be wrong or bad, but it is not the vision I had of
myself as a professor of anthropology.

Job Security vs. Job Mobility, and Short vs. Long-Term Survival
Clearly, my early strategy to be highly valued for my

contributions to the institution and to win job security as a partial
outcome, has proven successful.  In spite of my current professional
and personal angst, my contributions to my institution over the past
seven years have been solid and significant, as indicated by tenure,
promotion, and a decent salary (at least within the context of our
profession).  But my strategy has been successful to a fault.  In the
determination to win job security for myself through my participation
and devoted involvement with the institution and its programs, I have
lost my idealized image of active and continuing presence in the
discipline.

Although I have published an occasional article and have
participated in some professional meetings and organizations, I
suspect my scholarly output has not been sufficient (e.g. second book,
articles in the high-powered journals) to keep me fully competitive
were I to seek a position elsewhere; the few ads are either open rank
or specific to associate professors, and most positions open for chairs
or heads seem to require national prominence.  Thus, by securing my
position at a predominantly teaching institution through meeting its
heavy demands on teaching and service, I may have jeopardized my
overall professional mobility and limited my professional visibility
due to insufficient scholarly productivity.

This in itself is not necessarily a bad thing, especially were
I to be satisfied with remaining in my current position for the
remainder of my professional life.  But being a one-man show at a
small but demanding institution has had another serious and
detrimental effect: while I may have burst onto the Hanover scene as
a bright star, as I now enter my eighth year I find myself burning out!
Underrepresented as anthropology was when I arrived, there were
simply too many directions to which I could turn on campus, all
awaiting some type of presence, participation and contribution.  I
love anthropology, and saw its relevance on all sides; what might
have started out as a strategy for job security quickly became a labor
of love, as I strove with missionistic zeal to make anthropology a
known entity on campus.  But my willingness to participate and to be
an active part of so much resulted in a level of involvement that is
impossible to maintain.

How to cope with professional burnout?  Although eligible
for a sabbatical, I find myself challenged to find adequate time to
prepare an appropriate proposal or grant application that would
sufficiently fund any potential ethnographic plans.  The timing of the
sabbatical is also problematic, since there is no one at Hanover to
take over the courses I offer, and a temporary replacement would be
in an awkward position overseeing independent studies as senior
culminating experiences, or comprehensive evaluations, with
students and in a program with which s/he has no prior experience.
While I have made successful short-term adaptations to my
environment, I wonder if the professional and personal costs are too
high for long term survival?

Anthropology and the Liberal Arts: Survival Strategies

As the most liberal and liberating of disciplines,
anthropology has tremendous wealth to offer any liberal arts or
university program.  This is our strength: as an anthropologist with
field experience and training through the doctoral level, any one of
us can bring an enormous potential to any campus.  We can make
real contributions to the curriculum via new course offerings; to a
variety of academic and extracurricular programs through our field
experiences and areas of expertise; and even to governance and
student life issues through our trained ability to empathize via emic
and culturally relative perspectives.

But as in my own case, these strengths, and our willingness
to apply them, can be our own downfall!   Especially as a one-person
representative of the major (or if less extreme, in a department with
one or two anthro colleagues), we cannot do it all!  Even if your own
interests are diverse and there are numerous inviting niches for you
o fill, you would be well-advised as a new professor to study the
situation in broad context and make conscious, strategic choices
about where to invest your time and energies.  Perhaps the active
membership and hands-on participation that are strangling me can be
balanced with a more aloof availability for consultation or only
occasional interaction.  This might allow some breathing room.

Most faculty attempt to match teaching with research
interests.  Unfortunately, this is improbable in small programs where
we wear the unwieldy ten-gallon hat of "generalist,” forced to be the
jack-of-all-trades, but master-of-none.  Still, if we can make some
painful decisions about courses that we'd like to or could offer, but
won't for fear of overtaxing our ability to adequately keep up with the
material, long-term survival may be enhanced. Offering an occasional
seminar or "Topics in Anthropology" course on a developing or other
interest not met in your normal teaching load is one way of mediating
interests with demands.

We all should make time to keep at least our foot in the
door of important research and writing interests, especially by
maximizing summer or other time away from teaching.  At a
predominantly teaching institution, this is hard to manage: even the
summer time needs major allotment to course revamping and upkeep
not to mention the time needed to reforge the strained or worn ties
with your loved ones.  We can enhance our scholarly output by taking
full advantage of in-house funding, and by working on smaller pieces
that can be cleaned up and presented in the course of the average
academic year, particularly at regional meetings.  I try to keep notes
on any bigger projects, and devote blocks of time to their completion
when I can, but I have had to revise the timetable for their
completion.  Unfortunately, this can mean that we never fully
integrate the latest relevant research into our work: by the time we're

Ann Maxwell Hill, Editor
FOSAP Newsletter
Department of Anthropology
Dickinson College
P.O. Box 1773
Carlisle PA 17013



Page 28 FOSAP

up to what had been the most recent work, we're already really
behind the stuff that's just come out!

Another helpful strategy for long-term survival is to analyze
one's situation from longer term and broader context perspectives.
What is a realistic expectation for your scholarship over the next 3-5
years?  How is what you're doing being received by your local
colleagues, or even by students?  How much of it do you share?
Keeping a broader perspective on what we're doing can help keep us
out of the rut of routine and drudgery.

At the least, we must struggle to stay connected!  Even if
at an isolated locale, make the effort to regularly attend at least a
regional conference.  Interact with other FOSAP members, read the
AAA Newsletter, hook up on e-mail with individuals and/or
subscribed lists, and at least browse the major journals (perhaps your
library can provide a "contents service" by sending you the
photocopied contents pages of one or more journals you'd like to keep
tabs on).  Staying connected can also help us do what human
populations have been doing since we've been around: sharing
common interests, building relationships, enhancing access to
knowledge and other resources through these relationships, and even
having the advantage of experienced advice from the elders.

While offering some suggestions for professional survival
as the one representative of the discipline, I am nevertheless
painfully aware that I don't have all the answers.  In fact, I too
frequently feel depressingly beset by all the problems.  But timely
strategic care can enhance the success of our adaptations for both
long-term and short-term survival, and can support our efforts to
continue to bring anthropology to one of its most logical and
important niches: classrooms on small liberal arts campuses.  “
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