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We should feel encouraged to:

• Prioritize our wellbeing and interests;

• Leave, move around, stim, or zone out;

• Ask the speaker to slow down or rephrase;

• Take photos of the speaker (but please 
avoid identifiable photos of other people 
without their consent).

Are there things we can do to make this
space or presentation better for us?

Access Check-in

http://cdf.so/media


Note for Online Version

• This is a draft presentation and does not currently represent any 
academic paper in progress. If you’d like a version with more explicit 
citations or resources, I can offer suggestions by email.

• If there are any accessibility issues in this presentation, or obvious 
errors or omissions, you are welcome to email me at 
c.dalrymple.fraser@mail.utoronto.ca or tweet to me at @socdf.

• I also welcome learning about your own experiences and perspectives
navigating “participation” in the education context.

mailto:c.dalrymple.fraser@mail.utoronto.ca
https://twitter.com/socdf


• I live and research on Treaty 13 land, and we are 
meeting on Treaty 3 land. Both are traditional lands of 
the Huron-Wendat, the Seneca, and most recently, the 
Mississaugas of the Credit River First Nations.

•As we think about “accessibility,” we must keep in
mind estimated higher rates of disability among 
Indigenous peoples, the TRC Calls to Action, and 
barriers to education and access beyond disability.

Land Acknowledgement

https://www.un.org/en/ga/president/68/pdf/wcip/IASG Thematic Paper_Disabilities.pdf
http://www.trc.ca/websites/trcinstitution/File/2015/Findings/Calls_to_Action_English2.pdf


• Identify challenges and accessibility issues in
evaluating student participation.

• Suggest a way to evaluate student participation based 
on student self-reflections.

•Dedicate lots of time to the discussion period to 
collaborate further and discuss strategies.

Goals for today



•My main teaching disciplines are undergraduate level 
philosophy and bioethics.

• Lower-level first- and second- year courses often 
include lectures in addition to separate ‘discussion 
sections’ often called ‘tutorials’.

•Upper-level third- and fourth- year courses often aim 
to be seminars, but may have large enrolments that 
make seminar structure untenable.

Context



•Not well defined, rarely any institutional or 
departmental policy or definition.*
• In most philosophy courses, participation means 

“speaking up” (frequency and ‘quality’ of verbal 
contributions).
• *Sometimes policies exist which indicate only that 

evaluations of participation must be accompanied by 
explicit grading criteria, and to be attentive to 
disability.

What is participation?



Barriers to this kind of participation can include:

•Disabilities and disorders;
•Multilingualism;
•Appearance of zero-sum game: limited speaking time;
•Gendered and raced practices of interruption, 

silencing, and perceived time spent speaking;
• Lack of food, housing, and transportation security.

Problems with participation



Barriers to evaluating this kind of participation can include:

• Limited ability to attend to all students at once or equally;

• Learned biases that impact who we direct attention to or 
call upon to speak;

•Difficult to standardize and evaluate contributions without 
strict rubrics, but difficult to construct strict rubrics.

Problems with evaluating participation



•Only grade attendance.
• Still presupposes forms of transportation (and) access.

•Active listening.
• Cultural and individual differences in non-verbal cues.

•Written “tickets” or/with online options.
• Previously my preferred format.
•Access to internet; similar barriers in online forums.
• Infrastructure needed to make collaborative.

Alternatives and their limits



link to tweet

https://twitter.com/socdf/status/948048111942946816


•Limit need for accommodation by focusing on 
universal design for learning / inclusive design.

•Create space for further rethinking ‘participation’ by, 
for, and with students.

•Clear expectations and guidance for evaluation.

•Foster community alongside accessibility.

•Feasible workload for instructor or other evaluators.

Some goals for rethinking participation



•Used to encourage students to submit self-report at
end of term to help account for bias and ignorance.

•Build up self-report to broader self-reflection, to 
account for multiple styles of engagement.

•Leave open what counts as engagement or 
participation, let the students articulate their own 
account, encourage reflection on improvement and 
support of or from others.

Proposal: Self-report of engagement



•Online in advance of first class, then first class.

•Detailed explanation and motivation.

•Non-exhaustive list of ways of engaging, and ask for 
other possible ways not included.

Introducing the assessment to students



1. How have you tried to engage with this course?

2. How have you tried to support the engagement of other 
people? (Give at least one concrete example).

3. What are some ways you could improve your support of 
other people? (Outline at least one actionable plan).

4. What barriers have you experienced in your own attempts to 
engage with this course, and is there anything that other 
course members can do to help make this course more 
accessible to you (and especially C, as our instructor?).

Four questions posed to course members



• At least twice per term to encourage active reflection

•More opportunities to submit than number of required 
submissionsExtensions offered

•Online form, email, audio/video file, print copy in class,
office hours, by phone, and invitation to suggest other 
arrangements.

•Option to include attachments in online submissions

Submission



• Evaluating content risks favouring or perpetuating norms 
around participation. We focus on degree of completion.

• Current practice: partial submission, answers some but not all 
questions (0-2/5), complete submission answers all questions 
(3.5/5), exceptional submission answers all questions with 
support (4-5/5). 

• Values based on local university policy on what grades mean.

• Score adjustments: unexcused harmful or disrespectful
behaviours; improvement over time and other evidence or 
support. Students consulted prior to adjustments.

Evaluation of reflections: Completion model



Observations in two courses (utterly non-scientific, anecdotal)

• Initial uncertainty about new methods.

• Reports of being more attentive to providing support for 
others, and for acknowledging and receiving support.

• Increased reports of holding conversations about course
materials with non course members (family, friends). 

• Reports of updating of Wikipedia entries, personal course 
journals, self-directed learning, community engagement, 
reading- and study-groups.

Student reflections on the assessment



Winter 2018:

• “PHLB09: Biomedical Ethics” at University of Toronto at Scarborough, in 
tutorial sections TUT 3014, 3015, 3016. Facilitated by C Dalrymple-Fraser.

• “PS619: Theories of Social Intervention II” at Wilfrid Laurier University. 
Instructed by Lauren Munro.

• “HON121: Bioethics and the Narrative: Why Perspective Matters” at 
University of Illinois at Chicago. Instructed by Dr. Matthew Lucas.

Summer 2018:

• “PHL375: Ethics (Bodies and Values)” at University of Toronto. Instructed
by C Dalrymple-Fraser.

Places it has been trialed



•Novelty and perceived workload.

•Writing focused instructions and submission.

• Inadequate ongoing guidance prior to first submission.

•Only local adoption / discipline expectations.

•Role of anonymity in evaluation.

•Ambiguous scalability and translation.

• “Too trusting” / “Too easy”.

•Need for comparative study.

Reflecting on limitations and lingering questions
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Chi Miigwech!
Merci!
Thank you!
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