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ABSTRACT Although colleges and universities generate abundant records, postsecondary teaching and learning have been difficult to document. Recent trends in
postsecondary education are providing increased access to classroom activities and are
creating a climate in which the documentation of teaching and learning is desirable.
These trends have the potential to enable archivists to preserve more evidence of teaching and learning than ever before, while also contributing to the teaching missions of
their institutions. This article reviews the literature on the documentation of teaching
and learning in college and university archives and introduces the scholarship of teaching and learning to the archival community. The article then presents the results of a
pilot survey on (1) current collecting practices related to the documentation of teaching
and learning, and (2) college and university archivists' awareness of postsecondary
educational trends and involvement in campuswide activities surrounding educational
assessment and pedagogical effectiveness. The author argues that increased engagement
of college and university archivists in postsecondary educational reform could significantly benefit both the archives and the larger institutions they serve.

If ye do truly believe, go ye into all the colleges and universities and labor
to bring forth the harvest. For ye nonbelievers, no amount of personal
testimony, reported miracles, or warmed over archival experience will
cause the Word to dwell among you.
-Maynard J. Brichford 1

Modern American institutions of higher learning generate abundant records. It is the
task of the college or university archivist to appraise, process, preserve, and provide
access to those records of enduring value. William Maher has noted that this is no
easy feat. Shaped by the peculiarities of each institution, the diverse roles assigned
to college and university archivists, ranging from publicity agent to teacher, often
2
overshadow the collection and preservation of institutional records. As suggested by
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Maynard Brichford's pronouncement, the administration of higher education records
requires an ardent devotion to, or, at least, a clear understanding of the mission of the
institutional archives.
Complicating the college or university archivist's mission further, some of the core
activities of colleges and universities are better documented than others. As in any
institution, the reams of formal records generated by administrative offices capture
significant information about some institutional activities, while thoroughly neglecting
others. To assist archivists in documenting the day-to-day activities of colleges and
universities, Helen Samuels conducted a functional analysis of higher educational institutions. In Varsity Letters: Documenting Modern Colleges and Universities, Samuels
identifies seven functions of colleges and universities: conferring credentials, promoting culture, conveying knowledge, fostering socialization, providing public service,
conducting research, and sustaining the institution. The first four, she notes, encompass
various aspects of teaching, some of which are easier to document than others. 3
Samuels' definition of the third function, conveying knowledge, reads as follows:
"Conveying knowledge describes the roles of teachers, students, and administrators
in the teaching and learning process; the method by which knowledge is conveyed and
its substance; and how the process is evaluated."4 Administrative roles in conveying
knowledge, she notes, are generally well documented in formal institutional records:
minutes of curriculum committees, correspondence from administrative offices, and
records of the registrar's office provide ample evidence of campus administrators'
activities in this area. Official institutional publications, such as the course catalog
and semester class schedules, complement these records, supplying information about
the classes taught by faculty. Yet teaching and learning, or what actually happens inside the classroom, the laboratory, and the study carrel, are not captured in any of the
aforementioned records. In fact, as Samuels asserts, the documentation of teaching
is very difficult, for "few records exist that capture the information conveyed and the
style of delivery" in the classroom. 5 The documentation of learning, she maintains,
also presents a challenge for college and university archivists. Despite the wealth of
papers, exams, and final projects that document student learning on American campuses, college and university archives have typically collected few records that reflect
students' participation in and reflection on the educational process. 6
Several factors contribute to the paucity in college and university archives of records documenting teaching and learning. Above all, some of the most informative
documentation is sensitive in nature, and therefore likely to be restricted or never
accessioned in the first place. Teaching evaluations, for example, may constitute part
of a faculty member's confidential personnel file. Similarly, exams, papers, and other
student projects that commonly arrive with a faculty member's papers present privacy
issues. Because, in most cases, faculty members, not students, donate the materials,
archivists must carefully consider how to handle them.7 Additionally, many faculty
have been reluctant to open their classrooms to archivists. Citing the hallowed privilege of academic freedom, faculty have traditionally guarded their classrooms closely,
rendering the lecture hall one of the most private of public spaces. 8
Recent reforms in postsecondary teaching, however, have fundamentally altered
the status of pedagogical activities on American college and university campuses. A
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number of interested parties, including accrediting bodies and grant agencies, now
require institutions of higher education to regularly assess their effect on the intellectual and social development of their students. In the current climate of evaluation
and 'accountability,' faculty teaching is subjected to external scrutiny, and student
learning is measured with rubrics and questionnaires. Faculty and administrators, in
response, have broached campuswide discussions of pedagogy, learning styles, and
outcomes assessment. At its most informal, the dialogue about teaching and learning
occurs at brown-bag lunches or casual reading groups convened to address pedagogical
issues. More formal deliberation occurs under the auspices of a new field of academic
study-the scholarship of teaching and learning, or SoTL. Through scholarly journals
and campus-based resource centers (often called centers for teaching and learning),
practitioners of SoTL report the results of classroom-based research and reflect on
pedagogical technique and performance measures in order to further postsecondary
learning.
Given the new openness surrounding higher educational activities, it would seem
that archivists would be better positioned than ever to document teaching and learning.
Also, by participating in the documentation of teaching and learning, college and university archivists would strengthen their relationship to the core institutional mission.
Yet obtaining access to the documentation of teaching and learning would require a
fundamental shift in the role of the college or university archivist-one in which the
archivist actively participates in the culture of teaching, assessment, and institutional
research. While this falls outside of the traditional role of the archives profession, it is
reasonable to think that archivists might offer their expertise in appraising records of
teaching and learning and in developing documentation strategies to serve the needs
of faculty and administrators engaged in assessment and SoTL.
Before considering this possibility, however, one must examine the current climate
surrounding the documentation of teaching and learning in college and university
archives. A review of archival literature reveals that no survey of archival practices
surrounding the documentation of postsecondary pedagogy has ever been conducted.
Additionally, no information on archivists' awareness ofpostsecondary teaching reform
has been collected. The purposes of this pilot study, therefore, are to investigate archivists' current collecting practices for and interest in materials documenting teaching
and learning and to gauge their knowledge of assessment and SoTL. From the data
collected, provisional recommendations may be formulated regarding the future of
the documentation of teaching and learning and the changes required among college
and university archivists to accommodate that future.

Collecting and the Classroom
Remarkably little has been written about college and university archival practices
and collections relating to the documentation of teaching and learning. In 1996, Helen
Samuels published a case study that describes her experiences documenting an engineering course at MIT.9 As her first attempt to deliberately document a class, this
project had several goals: to determine what critical information is not recorded in
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the process of teaching, to capture this information through nontraditional archival
processes, and to ascertain the value of this information to members of the university
community. The faculty specifically sought information to help them assess the success of the course-information about the intellectual development of students, the
efficacy of teaching methods, and faculty and student assessments of teaching and
learning. Working closely with the professors teaching the course, Samuels developed a documentation strategy to meet their objectives. Samuels' documentation plan
included videotapes of selected lectures, photographs of laboratory activities, notes
taken by herself and a librarian during each lecture and teaching staff meeting, and
interviews with two professors and three students. In addition, Samuels included the
written records created during the term, such as the syllabus, class handouts, and the
students' final projects. 10
It is interesting to note that Samuels did not speculate whether she collected the
"right" information about teaching and learning. Instead, she evaluated her efforts by
the reactions of the faculty involved in the project and selected campus administrators. Both groups deemed her work important in assisting individual and campuswide
assessment efforts. Faculty saw the project's use in evaluating current and developing
new teaching methods, while administrators emphasized its potential in establishing evaluative criteria for identifying and assessing effective teaching campuswide.
Samuels also argues that her project reaped benefits for the archives. Not only did it
raise the profile of the archives among faculty and administrators, but it also provided
another means, besides archival instruction for students, by which the MIT archivists
could further their institution's educational mission."
Apart from Samuels' publication, no other work directly addresses the role of the
archivist in documenting teaching and learning. There are, however, two bodies of
archival literature that touch upon it and its surrounding issues. First, the literature on
the appraisal of faculty papers addresses the archival value of teaching materials and
student projects found within the personal papers collected by professors during their
tenure at a college or university. Part official record and part manuscript, faculty papers
may reside in either the institutional archives or the manuscript collection. 12 Therefore, archivists' assessment of the value of materials relating to teaching and learning
found in faculty papers depends to some degree on the location of the collection. In
formulating an appraisal methodology for Yale University's Archives and Manuscripts
Department, Thomas Hyry and his colleagues judged teaching materials, particularly
lecture notes, found in faculty papers to have little value, since they merely summarize
published literature.' 3 They acknowledged, however, that as manuscript archivists, they
were not interested in the value such materials might have for documenting teaching
and learning: "We concluded that the criteria for determining how to document 'teaching' per se needed to be set by university archives representatives." '14
Most who have written on the subject of faculty papers, however, have recognized the
importance of faculty papers in documenting teaching and learning. Mary E. Janzen
argues that teaching materials and student work found in faculty papers offer important
sources for the study of intellectual history and the history of pedagogy. 5 She warns
archivists, however, to be cautious when accessioning such materials, as their volume
and legibility can be problematic. She also advises archivists to avoid the "[e]ssential
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needs to retain six
duplication of content," noting that "[a] university archives scarcely
16
Economics."
Introductory
for
materials
course
of
different sets
Others have emphasized the value of all teaching materials in faculty papers as evidence of teaching activities. Similar to Samuels' argument in Varsity Letters, Francis
Fournier's work on faculty papers underscores the importance of lecture notes and other
teaching material in documenting the educational function of colleges and universities
by "reflect[ing] course content and the learning climate of the lecture hall or seminar
17
room far better than the calendar description." Based on their collecting practices,
many archivists agree with Fournier. According to Tara Zachary Laver's recent survey
of archivists at American Research Library institutions, teaching materials, particularly
lecture notes and syllabi, are generally retained among newly acquired or newly processed faculty papers. Of all her respondents, 87.5 percent make a practice of keeping
lecture notes that arrive in faculty papers, while 79.2 percent retain the syllabi found in
faculty papers. 8 Other teaching-related materials retained by a handful of institutions
surveyed include reading lists, letters of recommendation, correspondence with and
about current and former students, audiotapes of classroom activities, student projects
and research proposals, and notes made in designing new courses. In explaining why
they kept these materials, archivists cite very general reasons: the need to document
teaching, faculty-student relations and student life, and the importance of such mate19
rial in tracing the history of pedagogy and academic disciplines.
The second related body of literature that mentions archivists' role in documenting
teaching and learning is that which addresses the documentation of student life on
college and university campuses. Because it is seldom captured by official records,
yet is important in American social and political culture, student life has piqued the
interest of college and university archivists. The definition of student life is both
broad and vague. John Straw defines student life in the following manner: "[s]tudent
life encompasses social, recreational, cultural, political, religious, and all other
20
aspects of the student experience beyond the classroom." Often called the "out-ofclassroom experience," student life is manifested in a variety of documents; college and
university archivists collect athletic memorabilia, student letters, diaries, snapshots,
21
scrapbooks, and the records and publications of student organizations. Because such
documents can be difficult to collect and may over-represent student organizations,
the written and photographic records of student culture
some archivists supplement 22
interviews.
with oral history
There is no question that the deliberate documentation of student life fills a significant void in the official record of any college or university. One must ask, however,
whether archivists have adequately conceptualized student life. The "out-of-classroom
experience," it seems, may all too easily be interpreted as the antithesis of academic
activity. It is critical to remember that many academic activities take place outside of
the classroom class-related learning occurs individually, in study groups, or in "real
world" settings provided by service learning and internships. Furthermore, a student's
academic experiences may significantly shape his or her extracurricular experiences.
Participation in a performing arts group, foreign language house, preprofessional club,
or service organization may be motivated by a student's choice of major.
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The dichotomy of student life inside and outside of the classroom appears to be
a relatively recent archival creation. In a 1979 article, Nicholas Burckel advocates
documenting student life by not only collecting oral histories and the "ephemera" created by student activities and organizations, but also by seeking out students' "term
papers, exams, and notes on all courses, or classes in their major." 23 Additionally, he
suggests that the classroom can serve as a bridge between students and archivists. By
collaborating with faculty to design autobiographical or genealogical assignments,
archivists can arrange for the transfer of student course work to the archives. 24 More
recent articles, however, give little or no mention of the inclusion of students' academic
experiences in the documentation of student life.

Postsecondary Pedagogical Reform and the Scholarship
of Teaching and Learning
In sharp contrast to the dearth of archival literature on documenting teaching and
learning, information on the topic has burgeoned forth from academicians and administrators examining postsecondary teaching and the assessment of college and
university student learning. In his seminal book of 1990, ScholarshipReconsidered.Prioritiesof the Professorate, Ernest L. Boyer calls for a reconceptualization of the
work of American college and university faculty. Troubled by the overwhelming
emphasis on scholarly research in faculty promotion and tenure decisions, Boyer puts
forward four areas of faculty activity that, he believes, "reflect more realistically the
full range of academic and civic mandates.1 25 These areas include: the scholarship of
discovery (scholarly research), the scholarship of integration (interdisciplinary research
and the education of lay people), the scholarship of application (use of research findings in broader contexts), and the scholarship of teaching (education of postsecondary
students). 26 Over the past 15 years, SoTL has not only achieved the status of a legitimate field of scholarly pursuit, but it has begun to be institutionalized at colleges and
universities throughout the United States.
While an exact definition of SoTL remains elusive, those who practice it agree on
several of its core elements.21 Pat Hutchings and Lee S. Shulman write that those
who engage in SoTL endeavor to "(1) foster significant, long-lasting learning for all
students, (2) advance the practice and profession of teaching, and (3) bring to teaching
the recognition afforded to other forms of scholarly work." 28 SoTL is gaining wide
acceptance in American colleges and universities. Though some faculty dislike the
phrase itself, most are receptive to the principles behind it.29
Practitioners of SoTL insist on opening postsecondary classrooms to observation
by fellow faculty members and campus administrators. Lee Shulman points out that
remarkably little is known about the practice of postsecondary teaching, for it is
"conducted without an audience of peers."3 Faculty and campus administrators
must
observe postsecondary teaching systematically to identify best teaching practices
and create assessment standards for teaching.31 In addition, faculty practicing SoTL
recognize the need to approach pedagogical reform not at the individual level, but
rather at the institutional and disciplinary level. By sharing their teaching practices
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and classroom research findings with faculty both on and off of their campus, they
seek to build the lasting "communities across disciplines" and "communities within
32
disciplines" necessary to effect positive changes in student learning.
To many college and university archivists, SoTL and assessment may appear to be
of little relevance to their positions. I would argue, however, that archivists should
not only be aware of pedagogical research and reform efforts on their campuses, but
also be active participants in them. Shared concerns surrounding the documentation
of teaching and learning form the basis of a mutually beneficial relationship among
archivists, faculty, and administrators. By offering assistance in documenting teaching
and learning, archivists could simultaneously further the local mission of the archives
and the broader mission of the larger institution. In other words, archivists attentive
to the changing culture of postsecondary teaching can construct themselves a new
niche-providing services to faculty and administrators interested in studying and
improving pedagogy and educational outcomes-while also preserving an unprecedented documentary record of teaching and learning.

Methodology
While teaching and learning occur at all postsecondary educational institutions,
these activities are particularly important to institutions that do not sustain large research programs. Several kinds of colleges and universities, particularly community
colleges, private liberal arts colleges, and small state universities, emphasize faculty
accomplishments in teaching as much as their scholarship. The study discussed here
is best described as a pilot project, intended to examine practices at public and private
educational institutions within two specific Carnegie Classifications, within a defined
region of the United States. Despite the small size of the sample population, the response
rates are more than adequate and the findings valid. The results shown here, however,
should not be applied collectively to college and university archives.
For the study, two Midwestern college and university consortia were chosen. Fourteen private liberal arts colleges in Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, and Wisconsin
compose the Associated Colleges of the Midwest (ACM). With the exception of the
University of Chicago, each of these institutions is designated a Baccalaureate College33
Liberal Arts under the Carnegie Classification. ACM institutions pride themselves on
the "innovative education" they provide their students, including active participation in
learning. Citing their "challenging curricula, close contact with faculty, undergraduate
research opportunities, off-campus study, community service, internships and a wealth
a commitment to
of co-curricular activities," ACM institutions clearly share not only
34
liberal arts education, but also to creative and effective teaching.
The other consortium chosen for the study, the University of Wisconsin System,
consists of 25 public colleges and universities. Twelve of these institutions offer baccalaureate degrees. 35 Two campuses, the University of Wisconsin-Madison and the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, have a Carnegie Classification of Doctoral/Research
36
Universities. The remaining 10 are considered Master's Colleges and Universities.
The UW System's commitment to teaching and learning is reflected in its affiliation
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with the Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (CASTL)
and the now-defunct American Association for Higher Education (AAHE). In 2003,
the UW System embarked on a CASTL-AAHE Campus Program, which required a
"public commitment to foster and support the scholarship of teaching and learning." 37
Entitled "Creating a Multi-Institutional Framework to Advance the Practice of Teaching through Scholarly Inquiry into Student Learning," the program sought "to raise
the level of understanding of SoTL work on individual campuses, create and nurture
connections among campuses with similar interests and needs, support individual and
campus SoTL work and disseminate it. ...
Once it was determined that each school maintained an archives, an invitation to
participate in the survey (see appendix I) was E-mailed to 12 archivists/archivistlibrarians employed by ACM colleges and 10 archivists/archivist-librarians employed
by the UW System. One ACM college was excluded from the survey, since the college archivist had recently passed away. The survey was posted on the Internet using
surveymonkey.com, a Web-based subscription survey service. Of the 22 archivists
invited to participate in the study, 14 completed the survey, yielding a response rate of
64 percent. Of the respondents who completed the entire survey, 57 percent represented
the ACM schools, while 43 percent were employees of the UW System. The response
rates for ACM and UW System archivists and archivist-librarians who completed the
entire survey were 67 percent and 60 percent, respectively, representing a majority of
the institutions in this sample.
The 23-question survey was divided into two sections (see appendix II). The first
section probed archivists' collecting practices for materials related to teaching and
learning. Survey participants were asked to assess the adequacy of the documentation
of teaching and learning on their campuses, identify materials collected, and discuss
any perceived barriers to the collection of materials relating to teaching and learning. The second section focused on archivists' familiarity with innovations in postsecondary teaching and learning, gauging their perceptions of the scholarship of teaching and learning and their level of interaction with administrative bodies associated
with teaching reform and improvement. It also aimed to ascertain whether archivists'
awareness of and activity in postsecondary pedagogical reform bears any relationship
to current practices and priorities in the documentation of teaching and learning.

Survey Results
The What, How, and Why of Documenting Teaching and Learning
Of the 14 archives represented in the survey, nine had a written collecting policy.
While only 50 percent of responding archivists employed by ACM institutions reported
that they had a written collecting policy, 83 percent of responding UW archivists had
a written collecting policy in place. The documentation of teaching and learning,
however, is not specifically addressed in most collecting policies. The collecting policy
of only one archives, that of a UW System school, mentions the collection of such
materials, and it does so rather hesitantly: "In addition to collecting materials related
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to Southeastern Wisconsin, archives and special collections will consider adding
39
materials relating to current faculty teaching and research."
Eight of the 14 responding archivists did not actively solicit materials relating to
teaching and learning. Over 80 percent of the UW System archivists stated they did not
seek out such materials, but only one-third of the ACM archivists placed themselves
in this category. The reasons for not actively soliciting teaching and learning materials
included the lack of adequate archives staff to maintain an active collecting program,
lack of space to store such materials, concern about faculty and student willingness to
donate materials related to teaching and learning, and an active collecting program of a
narrow scope that does not include teaching and learning. Additionally, two respondents
did not seek out such materials because they already arrive in the archives through
the records management program or "as a matter of course with other collections."
Finally, one UW System archivist indicated that, although materials related to teaching
and learning are not currently solicited, the archives "will probably be doing this in
the near future, as it has become an issue on campus." It is interesting to note that no
archivist specifically cited privacy or copyright issues as reasons not to actively collect
materials related to teaching and learning, though a concern about the willingness of
donors to contribute such materials may reflect these concerns.
Half of the archivists who claimed to actively solicit teaching and learning documentation provided no clear reason for doing so. Of the three that responded positively,
two appealed to the mission of their institution. One archivist at an ACM institution
stated that" ... teaching and learning is the core of the college's mission, so it seems
rather natural to seek material related to these functions," while another ACM archivist
wrote, "We see ourselves first and foremost as an institution of competent, creative, and
caring teachers-and so since teaching (and learning!) is central to our mission, we
solicit materials to document this." The final respondent, a third ACM archivist, cited
archives users' interest in the history of the college and its departments as the impetus
behind the solicitation of materials relating to teaching and learning. No UW System
archivist offered comment on the impetus behind collecting such materials.
When asked whether teaching and learning are adequately documented at their
institutions, nearly two-thirds of the survey respondents answered no. Half of the
UW System archivists and 75 percent of the ACM archivists identified barriers to the
desired level of collecting in this area. Staffing shortages, inadequate space, and the
lack of a records management program were the most frequently mentioned problems
preventing archivists from collecting in this field. Other factors mentioned include a
lack of time for active collecting, the difficulty in obtaining materials from faculty and
students, and the need for a "collection development strategy." One archivist reported
that teaching and learning have been somewhat neglected because the archives staff
has no pronounced commitment to collecting such materials. Two archivists characterized their collections not as "inadequate" per se, but rather as more "uneven" and less
complete than they would prefer. Again, the issues surrounding privacy and copyright
were not specifically mentioned by any archivist.
When comparing archivists' opinions about the adequacy of their collections to their
collecting practices, a striking pattern emerged. Archivists who deliberately collected
materials relating to teaching and learning tended not to believe that their archives
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held adequate documentation in this area. Only one-third of the archivists who actively
sought out materials relating to teaching and learning stated that their repository held
adequate documentation in this field. Among the archivists who believed teaching and
learning were well documented at their institutions, a similar pattern emerged-just
over 40 percent solicited materials relating to teaching and learning. A number of
explanations may account for these data. Most likely, those who solicited teaching and
learning materials were more interested in documenting pedagogy and were therefore
more aware of the materials they were not able to collect.
Next, archivists were asked to report the kinds of documents relating to teaching and
learning that they accession. In Varsity Letters, Helen Samuels identifies a plethora of
materials that archivists may collect or create in order to document pedagogy and its
effects on students. 40 As Samuels' work is a standard text for any college or university
archivist, her list of documents capturing teaching and learning formed the basis
for this portion of the survey. The materials Samuels describes were divided into
two categories-course-related and non-course-related material-and the archivists
surveyed were asked to indicate whether or not they collected them. For materials
related to specific courses, survey participants could choose three levels of collecting:
all courses, over 50 percent of courses, and under 50 percent of courses. Archivists
could also choose "not applicable" to describe documents that may not be generated
by every institution (student writing portfolios, for example).
The survey data revealed that archivists collect very little material generated by or
relating to specific courses. Materials most likely to be accessioned by college and
university archives are syllabi, student papers and projects, and videotapes of classroom
activities. Of these three documentation types, only syllabi were identified as being
collected for more than 50 percent of the classes. On the opposite end of the spectrum,
no archivist reported collecting student research logs. Only one UW System archivist
collected student notes taken during class and interviews with students about their
experiences learning in particular courses. The most diversity in practice emerged in
the treatment of student and peer teaching evaluations. While the majority of archivists
reported not collecting these materials, two archivists indicated they collect evaluations
for 50 to 100 percent of all courses.
Turning to materials not associated with specific courses, the survey data suggested
that formal publications about teaching and learning and photographs of learning
environments and pedagogical activities were widely collected. Not surprisingly,
all of the archivists surveyed reported collecting the course catalog and institutional
publications on teaching and learning. Ninety-three percent of the archivists surveyed
also collected the semester course schedule issued by their institution, and 86 percent
maintained photographic collections that included images relating to teaching and
learning. Student honors theses and faculty papers that include materials relating to
teaching and learning were also widely held. Portfolios, a newer genre of pedagogical
assessment tool, were unlikely to be accessioned by college and university archives.
While not every institution has adopted the use of portfolios, the data showed that
of those institutions that endorsed or required portfolios, few archivists collected
them-seven percent of archives surveyed collected student writing portfolios, and
21 percent collected faculty teaching portfolios.
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In comparing the documentation of faculty versus student perspectives on teaching
and learning, it appears that faculty views captured in course-related materials are
slightly better represented in both course-specific and non-course-specific materials.
Archivists are more likely to save faculty class notes over those of students; 29 percent
of archivists surveyed reported collecting faculty notes, while only seven percent reported collecting student notes. Similarly, 21 percent stated their collections contained
interviews with faculty regarding educational experiences, but just seven percent had
similar interviews with students. The sound and video recordings of classroom activities collected by about half of the archivists surveyed undoubtedly shed more light on
teaching rather than learning.
To conclude the first portion of the survey, a space was provided for participants
to list any other materials related to teaching and learning that they collected. Only
three responded, two mentioning various forms of institutional records, including
the records of the dean's office, the president's office, academic departments, committees and faculty governing bodies that consider academic issues, the teaching and
learning center, and the institutional research office. Student papers written using
archival resources, announcements of academic activities (poster sessions, studentdirected plays, and honors presentations), and general oral history collections were
also mentioned. It is interesting to note that none of the surveyed archivists mentioned
collecting electronic documents, such as course Web pages or electronic discussion
logs. Although Helen Samuels anticipated that students' increasing use of computers
might translate into improved documentation of learning, this does not appear to be
the case. 41 In fact, as Anne Gilliland-Swetland and Greg Kinney discovered in their
study of the archival value of electronic communication logs on a university campus,
both faculty and students harbor great reservations about the archiving of such courserelated records.42 These concerns, combined with the preservation difficulties inherent
in collecting digital records, may discourage many college and university archivists
from pursuing this kind of documentation.
When examining these data according to the kind of institution for which each
surveyed archivist worked, no discernable patterns emerged. While a substantially
larger sample size might have yielded different results, the information gathered from
this small sample suggests that resources and interests of individual archivists largely
shape collecting practices in this area. A larger follow-up study might address whether
and how the institution type affects archival collecting practices for materials related
to teaching and learning.
Archivists' Awareness of Pedagogical Reform, Assessment, and the Scholarship
of Teaching and Learning
The second portion of the survey probed archivists' understanding of postsecondary pedagogical reform and the scholarship of teaching and learning to determine
archivists' sense of these factors' potential to change curricular documentation. Additionally, it inquired into archivists' interactions with faculty and administrators
interested in improving teaching, in documenting classroom activities for research or
administrative purposes, and in assessing student learning. First, survey respondents
were provided with a brief definition of the scholarship of teaching and learning, and
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then they were asked to rate their familiarity with it. On a scale of one (never heard of
SoTL before) to seven (very knowledgeable), most archivists rated themselves at three.
Seventy-nine percent of the archivists surveyed indicated that an office or program
existed on their campus to support faculty interested in improving their teaching or
engaging in SoTL. One ACM archivist reported there was no such office at his or her
institution, and two archivists, one from ACM and the other from UW, did not know
whether such an office existed on campus at all. These data imply that while college
and university archivists do not consider themselves well versed in the scholarship
of teaching and learning, they are generally aware of its institutional manifestation.
Furthermore, the archivists surveyed are quite active as teachers themselves. All
reported teaching instructional sessions on archives use for undergraduate students
during the past academic year. While six archivists indicated they taught only one or
two classes, four archivists taught six or more sessions.
The archivists surveyed were asked to estimate the importance of SoTL and pedagogical reform to faculty and administrators on their campuses. Rating the importance
of SoTL to faculty and administrators on a scale of one (not at all important) to seven
(very important), archivists provided average responses of 5.30 and 5.40, respectively.
No archivist scored faculty or administrative interest below four, though nearly onethird of respondents acknowledged that they did not know the level of interest on their
campuses. Archivists also rated on the same scale faculty and administrative interest
in improving teaching and learning at their institutions. The average responses were
slightly higher, both at 5.92, and only 14 percent of archivists responded that they did
not know. Although archivists are less certain about the status of the scholarship of
teaching and learning, no survey respondent identified a strong lack of interest in it
on his or her campus.
In the next portion of the survey, archivists were asked to rate eight statements about
SoTL on a scale of one (strongly disagree) to seven (strongly agree). The statements
were excerpted from Carolin Kreber's recent study of consensus and unresolved issues
in the scholarship of teaching, in which she asked experts in the field to rate statements
characterizing their discipline of study on a seven-point Likert scale. 43 Figure 1 compares the median answers of Kreber's experts to those of the archivists surveyed. This
comparison aims to evaluate how well archivists understand fundamental practices
and concerns of those engaged in the scholarship of teaching and learning, particularly
those relating to the documentation of pedagogy and the increased openness of the
classroom.
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Figure 1: The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning: Experts vs. Archivists
Statements About SoTL

Median
Rating by
Experts in
SoTL

Median
Rating by
Archivists

Faculty who practice the scholarship of teaching are
curious about the ways in which students learn and
the effects of certain practices on that learning.

7

6

People practicing the scholarship of teaching need
to have assessment, evaluation, and research skills.
They need to be able to conduct classroom research
and document the process of teaching and learning
and student progress.

6

6

People practicing the scholarship of teaching make a
deliberate effort to share their experience with others.

6

5

People practicing the scholarship of teaching succeed
at winning grants.

34

Every faculty member who teaches is a scholar of
teaching.

1

2

The assessment, recognition, and reward of the scholarship of teaching remain a primary challenge.
Faculty must be educated in how to think of teaching
as scholarship.
Faculty must be educated in developing the needed
documentation in order to assess the scholarship of
teaching.

6

6

5

It seems that experts in SoTL and academic archivists are generally in agreement
about the nature of the discipline, but some differences in degree are present. The greatest disparity in their ratings occurred for the following statement: "The assessment,
recognition, and reward of the scholarship of teaching remain a primary challenge."
While experts in the field strongly agreed with this statement, giving it a median rating
of seven, archivists provided a median rating of five. If archivists were more aware of
the struggle SoTL practitioners face for legitimacy and reaching assessment standards,
they might be more likely to approach faculty and administrators as allies in building
archival collections that document teaching and learning. Similarly, archivists were
less aware of the commitment of practitioners of SoTL to share their work, including
classroom experiences, with others. Heightened awareness of the new openness of the
classroom might encourage archivists to broach discussions about the documentation
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of pedagogy and to view practitioners of SoTL as potential allies in building archival
collections on teaching and learning. Finally, archivists underestimated the importance
of documentation issues to those who practice the scholarship of teaching and learning.
Knowing that faculty engaged in this field are eager to document classroom experiences for research purposes and tenure reviews, archivists could cultivate mutually
beneficial relationships with faculty that would result in improved documentation of
teaching and learning on campus.
The final questions on the survey delved into archivists' contacts with faculty and
administrators involved in assessment of SoTL. Only two archivists, one from the
ACM and the other from the UW System, reported that they had discussed the documentation of teaching and learning with the director of the office devoted to supporting
pedagogical reform and SoTL. Similarly, only one UW System archivist had met with
the director of the institutional research office to discuss the documentation of teaching and learning. Archivists' collaboration with individual faculty members for the
purpose of documenting specific courses for assessment purposes was somewhat more
common. Three archivists indicated that they had acted as a consultant to a faculty
member in order to document a specific course. None of the archivists surveyed had
ever consulted with a faculty member on the creation of a teaching portfolio.
The survey concluded with a section for archivists to send comments to the researcher.
While most respondents did not provide any additional feedback, three contributed
very illuminating comments. The first expressed a lack of opinion about several of
the questions asked in the second part of the survey. In a separate E-mail, a second
archivist, who only completed the first part of the survey, stated that she did not feel
"qualified" to answer the questions about SoTL. She also wrote: " ... I don't see
any
easy way to differentiate between official 'teaching and learning' materials in the
archives as compared to other materials on the history and day to day activities of the
college." Both of these comments suggest that their authors do not see the opportunities that the development of SoTL presents for documenting a particularly elusive area
of college and university life.
On the opposite end of the spectrum, another archivist wrote: "The documentation
of the scholarship of teaching seems to flow naturally with the information literacy
efforts of academic librarians. Allying with the library, then, as well as scholarship
of teaching centers on campus would be a good idea. We haven't thought of this, even
though we have many of the pieces in place." It seems that this archivist recognized
that others on campus were documenting teaching and learning in the course of their
regular job duties. By building collaborative relationships with the library and teaching center staff, archivists could easily accession such materials into the institutional
archives.
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Conclusions
Many college and university archivists concur that the documentation of teaching
and learning could be improved. Collecting practices center on those materials easily
obtained-official publications of the college or university and documentation generated in the course of teaching (syllabi, exams, final projects, etc.)-not necessarily
those materials that illuminate pedagogical practice and learning outcomes. The most
informative records of teaching and learning are often those that are deliberately created, particularly interviews with faculty and students and assessment tools measuring
the relative success of teaching and learning. Unfortunately, as the survey revealed,
most college and university archivists lack the staff and time to build the necessary
relationships and then to create, accession, and-process such materials. Finally, completing documentation projects, such as that of Helen Samuels at MIT, also requires
storage space that many of the surveyed archivists do not have.
It is, however, more important than ever that college and university archivists collect
teaching and learning materials. As both Jan Riley and Dorothy Frye point out, academic archives must be relevant to the institutions they serve. Too often, Riley argues,
archivists marginalize themselves by showing little interest in the central mission and
44
"business" of educational institutions-the education of students. Similarly, Dorothy
Frye suggests that academic archivists might include the language and goals of their
parent institutions in archival policy statements: "Incorporating institutional goals
into the language of the archives' own policies may unify the goals of the archives
with those of the institution."45 Given the importance of educational assessment, pedagogical reform, and accountability in the classroom in modern American colleges and
universities, it would behoove archivists to turn their attention to the documentation
of teaching and learning.
The survey results suggested that many archivists had not sought out the deliberate
documentation of pedagogical styles and learning outcomes already created at their
institutions. Broaching discussions about the documentation of teaching and learning
with appropriate administrators, namely those directing teaching centers and institutional research offices, would require little staff time and perhaps result in significant
improvements in the quality of archival holdings relating to teaching and learning.
Similarly, serving as a consultant to faculty interested in assessing their courses,
creating a teaching portfolio, or conducting classroom research need not place a large
burden on the archivist's time. The resulting access to concise collections documenting
pedagogy and learning outcomes, however, would be unprecedented. Once a critical
mass of teaching and learning materials had been collected and made accessible,
archivists could find themselves better equipped to meet the needs of administrators
and faculty practicing SoTL. 46 And, with a clear relationship to the institution's core
mission, college and university archivists could find more assistance and interest
forthcoming from the administration in resolving weighing issues, such as the longterm maintenance of electronic records.
When accessioning records documenting pedagogical products and experiences,
there will naturally be issues that require careful consideration and negotiation.
Samuels, for example, acknowledges that careful access policies for materials docu-
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menting teaching and learning must be drafted in consultation with both faculty and
administrators, so neither party feels that faculty or student privacy and confidentiality
are violated.47 In developing such policies, an archivist would be well advised to work
with the Institutional Review Board (IRB) on his or her campus. The IRB, a body
that monitors all research on campus dealing with human subjects, reviews research
proposals and determines when informed consent is necessary. Faculty conducting
research in SoTL, for example, would submit their research proposals to their local
IRB and receive students' consent to have their academic work used for research purposes. IRBs can advise the archivist on how to craft a restriction statement that meets
the school's standards for both internal, unpublished research and external, published
research. By working with the IRB, an archivist can ensure that his or her efforts to
balance the interests of researchers and the privacy of records creators conform to the
larger standards of the school that are applied to both faculty and institutional research.
Additionally, working with the IRB will bring some of the same benefits to archives as
working with faculty-heightened awareness of archives and archival issues. 48
Copyright, too, is a matter of concern, particularly regarding the rights of third-party
donors. Again, archivists should seek clarity on these issues from their institution's
administration. Does the school consider any or all of a students' academic work to
be the intellectual property of the institution? If it is considered the property of the
institution, how is this information communicated to the student? If it is not, how
are copyright issues handled in assessment and SoTL on campus? While there are no
universal answers to these questions, each institution should have its own answer in
place. Bringing the archives into conformity with larger institutional policy will assist
the archivist in negotiating the problematic issue of copyright in the documentation
of teaching and learning.
Finally, archivists engaging in a collaborative documentation project of this nature
will want to monitor the use of teaching and learning materials carefully. Since no
guidelines regarding the appraisal of teaching and learning documentation exist,
archivists might look to use patterns to assess the value of these collections. If the
collections receive less use than expected, archivists may want to reconsider the materials they are accessioning.
Aside from these three qualifications about privacy, copyright, and appraisal, the
current potential for documenting teaching and learning holds great promise for college
and university archivists to improve their services to their institutions, raise campus
awareness of the value of archives, and vastly improve their collections relating to
a fundamental mission of postsecondary educational institutions. If archivists are
willing to translate their already-extant skills into the language of assessment and the
scholarship of teaching and learning, they may well find themselves with a bountiful
harvest of new collection materials.
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Appendix I

Good Morning:
I am conducting a survey of archivists at University of Wisconsin and ACM (Associated
Colleges of the Midwest) schools to learn about current practices in the documentation of teaching and learning and archivists' awareness of post-secondary pedagogical reform. The results from this survey will be incorporated into a research paper I
am writing for the Seminar in Modern Archives Administration at the University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee.
If you are not the most appropriate person at your institution to respond to this survey,
please forward this message to the person who is. All responses will be kept anonymous.
You will not be required to identify your institution by name in the survey; you will
only be asked to indicate the type of institution for which you work (private liberal
arts college or state university). If you would like a copy of the survey results, please
email me at mcfarla3@uwm.edu.
To access the survey, follow the link provided below. The survey will take no more
than 15 minutes to complete. Please respond by May 3.
[Survey Link]
Many thanks for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Colleen McFarland
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Appendix II
Part I: Documenting Teaching and Learning
(1) For what kind of institution do you work?
Private Liberal Arts College
State University
(2) Does the archives at your institution have a written collecting policy?
Yes
No
(3) If yes, does the collecting policy include a statement on the collection of materials
related to teaching and learning?
Yes
No
(4) If so, please quote it here:
Free response
(5) Do you actively solicit materials related to teaching and learning?
Yes
No
(6) Why or why not?
Free response
(7) Do you believe teaching and learning are adequately documented at your institution?
Yes
No
(8) If no, please identify the barriers that prevent you from documenting teaching and
learning adequately.
Free response
(9) Please place a check mark in the appropriate box to indicate your current collecting practices for the following materials related to specific courses:

Collected for
all courses

Collected
over 50% for
of
orses
Courses

Collected
under 50%forof
f
Cures
Courses

Collected for
no Courses

N/A at my
institution

Syllabi
Course handouts and assignments
Faculty class notes
Student notes taken during class
Exams
Student papers/projects
Student research logs

CD,

Student course evaluations
Faculty (peer) teaching evaluations
Video tapes of classroom activities
Audio tapes of classroom activities
Interviews with faculty about their
experiences teaching a particular
course
Interviews with students about their
experiences learning in a particular
course

m
-"

:I7

r4

CA)
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(10) Please place a check mark in the appropriate box to indicate your current collecting practices for the following non-course-specific materials:
Not
Collected

N/A at my
institution

College/course catalog
Semester/term schedule of classes
Student honors theses
Student writing portfolios
Faculty teaching portfolios
Institutional publications on
teaching and learning
Faculty papers with materials
relating to teaching
Interviews with faculty about
general teaching philosophy and
methods
Interviews with students about their
learning preferences and processes
Photographs of learning environments
Photographs of faculty and/or
students engaged in teaching and
learning
(11) If other materials related to teaching and learning are collected, please elaborate
below:
free response
Part II: Innovations in Teaching and Learning
This portion of the survey addresses innovations in teaching and learning, ranging
from increased attention to post-secondary teaching to the scholarship of teaching
and learning. Pioneered in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the scholarship of teaching
and learning elevates teaching to an academic pursuit worthy of systematic study and
research. Faculty engaged with the scholarship of teaching and learning combine disciplinary knowledge with pedagogical knowledge and strive to improve teaching and
learning in post-secondary education.
(12) Please rate your familiarity with the scholarship of teaching and learning from 1
(Never heard of it before) to 7 (Very knowledgeable).
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(13) Is there an office or program on your campus that supports faculty interested
in improving their teaching and/or engaging in the scholarship of teaching and
learning? Please answer this question without consulting the campus directory
or Web page!
Yes
No
Not sure
(14) Rate the following from 1 (not at all important) to 7 (very important); 8 = don't
know
How important do you think the scholarship of teaching
and learning is to faculty on your campus?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8

How important do you think the scholarship of teaching
and learning is to administrators on your campus?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8

(15) Rate the following from 1 (not at all important) to 7 (very important); 8 - don't
know
How much interest do you think faculty on your campus
have in improving their teaching and student learning?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8

How much interest do you think administrators on your
campus have in improving faculty teaching and student
learning?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8

(16) Rate from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) whether you consider the
following to be key features or components of the scholarship of teaching:
Faculty who practice the scholarship of teaching are
curious about the ways in which students learn and the
effects of certain practices on that learning.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

People practicing the scholarship of teaching need to
have assessment, evaluation, and research skills. They
need to be able to conduct classroom research and
document the process of teaching and learning and
student progress.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

People practicing the scholarship of teaching make a
deliberate effort to share their experience with others.

12 3 4 5 6 7

People practicing the scholarship of teaching succeed in
winning grants.

1 2 3 4 56 7

[Adaptedfrom CarolinKreber's Scholarship of Teaching Questionnaire,2001]
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(17) For each of the items listed below, please indicate the extent to which you disagree
or agree with the statement about the scholarship of teaching by assigning a rating
between 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree).
Every faculty member who teaches is a scholar of teaching.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The assessment, recognition, and reward of the scholarship of
teaching remain a primary challenge.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Faculty must be educated in how to think of teaching as
scholarship.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Faculty must be educated in developing the needed
documentation in order to assess the scholarship of teaching.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

[Adaptedfrom Carolin Kreber'sScholarship of Teaching Questionnaire,2001]
(18) If your campus has an office or organization to support faculty interested in improving their teaching or engaging in the scholarship of teaching and learning,
have you ever met with its director to discuss the documentation of teaching and
learning?
Yes
No
To my knowledge, my campus does not have such an office or organization
(19) If your campus has an institutional research or assessment office, have you ever
met with its director to discuss the documentation of teaching and learning?
Yes
No
To my knowledge, my campus does not have an institutional research or assessment office
(20) Have you ever consulted with a faculty member on the creation of a teaching
portfolio?
Yes
No
(21) Have you ever consulted with a faculty member on the documentation of specific
courses for assessment or evaluation purposes?
Yes
No
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(22) How many instructional sessions on archives use for undergraduate students have
you provided during the 2003-2004 academic year?
None
1-2
3-4
5-6
More than 6
(23) Additional Comments
Free response
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