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FACULTY AND STUDENT EVALUATION OF
THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

"‘Concepts and degignq for measuriﬁg the impact and quality of under-
graduate college experiences vary with the differing viewpoints of tge
multiple influences comprising the total college environment.‘-Edmond
Marks stated, however, that a pattern of‘environmentai grouping was evi-
dent and that "...éefinitions and assessment techniques that have been
developed with respect to the college environment fall rather neatly into
two distinct conceptual classes."! Marks' explanation and description of
the two ''conceptual classes' seem significantly appropriate to the intrbj
duction and discussion of this study.;n the instructional environment at
Memphis State Univefsity. |

'The first conceptual class focuses upon épecific,'obserVable prop-

erties of the environment and the studentlbody. Environmental items of
study include the size of the student body; the average intelligence of
the student body; the students' choices of major fields; aﬁd certain spe-
cific student activities §uch as what they wear, their amount of time spent
studying, the frequenqy of intellectual arguments, and their social ac;ivi-
ties.2

", ..defines and assesses the

The second concept, according to Marks,
college environment in terms of individual perceptions, for example, student,
faculty and administrative perceptions of environmental attributes.3 Major

scales which employ this technique are The College Characteristics Ind
. 1

by Pace and Stern, The College and University Environment Scales bj Pade,



and, to some extent, The College Student Questionnaire from Educational
Te;ting Service. | |

The essential difference be;ween these two approaches can be seen
more clearly by comparing parallel items from different scales. The firsf,
selected from a typical Gollege Characteriétics Index scale, exemplifies

the perceptual approach of the second concept:
In many classes student have assigned seats.

In this example the student is asked to make a subjective, qualitative

judgment concerning what constitutes '"many,' and he must report an impres-
sion or perception about general classroom rules. This same example,

treated according to the first concept, would become:
Students had assigned seating.

This item, taken from the Inventory of College Activitigs, would ibe
answered by the student for a particular class.in which he was enrolled.%
Students or faculty are rarely asked in either of these two approaches

to make qualitative judgments or to express satisfaction or dissatisfaction
\ ‘

with their experiences. Instead the students answer ''true" or '"false'" to

1m n

descriptive statements; ''yes," '"no," '"frequently' or '"occasionally" to a

in between,"

list of activities; :1d 'very descriptive, or '"mot at all
descriptive" to questioais concerning the psychological, social or academic
climate of the school. Interpretation of student responses ;s left to the
researcher, ;dministratér, and faculty member who must decide if the

environment is efficient, desirable or effective in meeting institutional

goals.
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This oné important factor absent in the two conceptual classes, the
apparent lack of direct expressions of qualitative judgments,tled to this
research attempt to &evelop a method and a means of perceiving and ana-
lyzing the most direct student and faculty asséssments of the fulfillment
of the primary role of the institution: instruction. ' The classroom
experience has been cited as éhe most significant source of university
influence upon students during their.undergraduate years.? Thérefore,
the study was designed to meet insfructionally oriented objectives.

Specifically, the purposes-of the study were: (i) tc defing key

elements of the instructional environment; (2) to perceive and analyze

i

student and faculty assessments of this environment; and (3) to \ctermine

o

the extent of significant patterns of similarity or dissimilarity in the
views expressed.
To meet the first objective, current research on measurement and

evaluation of the college environment was surveyed, focusing on those

_factors that most directly affect the classroom experience. Frc 3

research the following areas were selected for study: (1) class uogtent;
(2) teachers; (3) methods of instruction; (4) course requirements; (5)
class participation; (6) student-faculty interaction; (7) degree require-
ments; (8) counseling; and (9) gcholarship.

In'thisvsurvey of research literature the various methods designed to
measure perceptions of tﬁe coilege environment were examined. -Fér the pur-
poses of this study the semantic differential, designed to be a reliable |
method of "...assessing the interaction between people and sit:uations,il6
was determined to be the most effeétive means Qf éathering qualitative reac-

tions from a large group. And, deemed essential to this study, the semantic

A

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



differential also provides for the '"communication of meaning...(through) a

combination of controlled association and scaling procedures.”7

Ordinarily, if we want to find out what something means
to a person, we ask him t¢ tell us.... Unrestricted
linguistic output of this sort has high presumptive
validity, unless we question the honesty of the sub-
ject.... But what spontaneous linguistic output may

gain in validity and sensitivity, it certainly loses

on other grounds--casual introspections are hardly
comparable and do not lenc themselves to quantification.8

With the semantic differential, "...both the direction and the inten-

sity of each judgment”9 are recorded. Responses are indicated through the. .

use of scaled polar adjectives with values attributed as indicated:

Counselors

+3 42 41 0 -1 -2 -3

Effective . Iﬁeffective
Organized Unorganized
Successful - Unsuccessful

In analyzing responses, the scale is divided into 7 intervals which are

identified, from the most positive to the most negative response; as follows:

+3.0 +2.6 very positive
+2.5 +1.6 quite positive
+1.5 +0.6 somewhat positive
+0.5 -0.5 neutral

-0.6 -1.5 somewhat negative
-1.6 -2.5 quite negative
-2.6 -3.0, very negative

The aréas selected for study, class content, teachers, etc., were

paired with evaluative scales in the survey instruments sent to faculty

members and both upper and lower-division students. Any differences en-

countered in courses of study and counseling services were taken into account

7]

sef
in the structure of the student ques%%éjggires. Faculty questionnaires

covered all the areas selected for study . see Appendix A);

O

ERIC
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To ensure the oﬁportunity for expression of direct, evaluative comments
concerning the instructional en;ironment, two questions were included in
each questionnaire which called for open, subjective descriptions of inef-
fective and effective experiences deemed outstanding to the respondent.

Rgsponses to the semaﬁtic differential portion of the questionnaire
were analyzed in three ways. TFirst, mean responses to each question were

calculated for the three differént responding groups. Second, the mean

responses were factor analyzed to determine to what degree correlation

" existed among questions within each group. Third, to test for significantly

O

similar or dissimilar patterns of responses witl. 1 and between the three

groups, a coefficient of pattern similarity was employed. The Cattell

coefficient of pattern similarity is appropriate for use when the "

ponents of the pattern or profile are independent mea_sures...,”10 as was '

.. s COmM=-

indicated in the factor analyses of all three survey instruments, and when
the patterns are to be matched ”.:ﬁpot for some known, particular perform-
ance, but for every possible contingency of comparison...."11 Any differ-
encés in patte;ns cited are significant at the .0l levél.

The subjective descriptive responses were categorized by topic and
percentage distributions calculated in eaéh group.

The faculty questionnaire was distributed to all full-time faculty
members of the University; 439 replies {65.17%) were received. The two
student questionnaireg were distributgd to a randomly selected 10% sample
of all upper and lower-division students. When initial returns were not
sufficient to form an adequate sample, follow-up questionﬁaires were .

mailed to the first sample group and questionnaires were sent to another

10% random sample of students. Of the lower-division students, 329 (4.1%)

RIC
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responded; 408 (7 6%) of the upper-division students completed the
questionnairce.

Results of the study aré given in the next five sections: Section
"II, Faculty; Sectibﬁ III, Lower division students; Section IV, Upper

division students; Section V, Group Comparisons; and Section VI, Summary.
\\




SECTION II

FACULTY EVALUATION OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

ANALYSIS OF SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
MEANS

The general pattern of faculty responses to the semantic differential
scales indicated a 'somewhat positive" view of the instructional environ-
ment of the University. This pattern of mean responses is'graphed in
Table 1. Three questions were exceptions; means were in the neutral range
for scales pertaining to the quality of scholaréhip in the University, and
to the personal attention and curricular guidance afforded students by
University College counselors (See questions 7, 12, and i3 on Faculty
Questionnaire; Appendix A).

The most positive mean response was in the area of departmental
encouragement of student interest in their respective fields. The lowest
mean responses occurred uniformly in areas which did not have specific
departmental associations: quality of scholarship in the total University;
University degree requirements; counseling services in the University College;
and the total academic or instructional environment of the University. The
distributions of negative, neutral and positive responses from which these

means were obtained are shown in Table 2.

PATTERNS OF RESPONSE

Subgroups within the faculty, identified by demographic data on the
first pége of the survey instrument and discussed in this Section, were tesf-
ed with the Cattell coefficient for significant differences in patterns of
responses. The éubgroups were identified by: (1) rank; (2) college; (3)

years at Memphis State; (4) degree level; and (S) age.




MEAN RESPONSES OF FACULTY MEMBERS

TABLE 1
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10
(1) Rank
| There were four instances of significant differences betweeh ranks.
Associate professors showed a pattern of reéponses significantly different
from that of instructors and assistant professors; professors differed
significantly from instructors and associate professors. Responses that
were generally more positive than the mean were given by professofs and

assistant professors while associate professors tended to be uniformly

less positive in their responses.

(2) C&llege
When the subgroups were divided by college and tested, there were
significant differences in every instance except between the Colleges of
Business Administration and Education. The greatest difference existed
between the College of Arts and Sciences and the College of Engineering.
Faculty in the College of Art: and Science were consistently less
positive than the total group while the College of Engineéring sﬁowed
generally more positive responses. These differences can be seen in the

mean résponses graphed for each of the colleges in Table 3.

(3) Years of Experience

Significant differences existed in only two\instances when years of
experience at tlemphis State was the factor tested. Faculty members who
had 10 or more years of experience differed significantly from those who
had 1 to 2 years of experience, as well as from the group who indicated
6 to 9 years at MSU.

Those faculty members in the group with 10 or more years of exper-

ience gave responses that were in every instance more positive than the
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group means. Faculty members with 1 to 2 years of experience were uni-

formly less positive in their responses.

(4) Degree Level

When the faculty respondents were divided into subgroups by degree
level, each of the subgroups.showed a significant difference from all the
other subgroups;

Faculty members holding the master's degree expressed a generally

more positive view than that held by the total group.

(5) Age

Tests upon the subgroups as divided by age produced two groups that
had significantly similar patterns--those in the 30-39 and 40-49 groups.
Faculty members under 30 years of age differed significantly from all
other groups; they expressed a more geﬁerally negative view. The two groups
that were similar, 30-39 and 40-49, differed significantly from faculty
members in the 60 or over group. Those in the 60 or over and 50-59
groups expressed more positive views than wers the mean for the total
group.

ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE RESPONSES:
INEFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES

The first subjective éurvey question asked faculty members to cite an
incident which led them to view a part of. the University's instructional
environment as ineffective or disappointing for students. Two-hundred and
seventy-five faculty members responded to this question; listed below are
topics the responses included and the percentage of replies in each topic
category. Some replies discussed more than one category, therefore, the

percentage distribution total exceeds one hundred percent.
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CATEGORIES OF INEFFECTIVE PARTS
OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

. Percent
1. University degree requirements 187%
2., Teachers - 16%
3. Academic Experiences 13%
4, Advising by University College 12%
5. Student-teacher interaction _ 11%
6. Advising by faculty 11%
7. Academic standards 9%
8. Administrative restrictions on faculty 6%
9. Academic policies 5%
10, Programs available 4%
11. Grading, evaluation 3%

Characteristic excerpts from the first six categories of responses, which

comprise 81% of the replies, are given below.

Category One: University degree requirements

Eighteen percent of the respondents described the present curricular
requirements as ''rigid," ”restriétive,” and "inflexible." Particularly
cited were "...the rigid degree requirements of the various colleges on
the freshmen and sophomore lgvel...." A typical comment noted that "...the
student is denied the opportunity to explore...'" and due to the number of
required courses, students cannot study their major field iﬁ sufficient

depth, .

Category Two: Teachers

’Faculty participénts who described teachers as an ineffective paft of
the instructional environment felt that part of the faculty was "...lack-
ing in competen;e...," "outdated" and '"...indifferent to their students
and responsibilities...." Incidents were cited in which teachers were

absent from class, or, when present, appeared unprepared.

Category Three: Academic Experiences

1"

Poor academic experiences, due chiefly to "...large, impersonal,
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boring...'" classes, were described by 13% of the faculty who responded.
These large riasses, which made it "...impossible to give...care and
attention to individual students...'" and by virtue of their size promoted

student feelings of being '"only a number,"

received the greatest emphasis.
Also cited was the poor preparation received by students for upper-division

and graduate work.

Category Four:: Advising by University College

Twelve percent ofithe pafticipating faculty agreed with the respond-
ent who felt that "thé implied promise of professional, adequate counseling
by the University College is not actually being delivered."

Instances were cited in which students had comélained to fagulty mem-
bers of being poorly advised. To some faculty members there seemed to be

", ..an obvious directing of students away from (certain) studies...."

Based upon student comments, the counseling was also described as '"...imper-

'sonal, uninformed (and) hurried...."

Category Five: Student-teacher interaction

"...impersonal and

Student-teacher intergction Qas described as
ineffective..." by 11% of the faculty members responding. This was
attributed in some instances to large clasées, but it was also noted that
"faculty members make little effort to direct themselves to students or to
encouragé some level of student-faculty involvement.'" Some faculty members

felt that students do not take advantage of opportunities, such as clubs,

that are available.

Category Six: Advising by faculty

Eleven percent of the faculty members reéponding commented that advising
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of upper-division students by faculty members was "...most ineffective...."
The faculty cited frequent complaints of poor advice, little interest, and

" Several

advisors being there "...merely (to) sign a registration blank....
instances of delayed graduation, due to poor advising, were noted, and one
faculty member felt that "...many students graduate without a clear under-

standing of how their 'academic major' relates to the...world in which they

must...'make a living'...."

ARALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE RESPONSES:
EFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES

The second subjective question asked facultyAmembers.to cite incidents
which illustrated a particularly effective or outstanding part of the
instructional environmént. There were two-hundred and fifteen replies to
this question. Listed below are the topics covered and the distribution of
responses.

CATEGORIES OF EFFECTIVE PARTS
OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

Percent
1. Teachers 26%
2. Academic programs 19%
3, Student-teacher interaction 18%
4. Academic experiences C11%
5. Academic freedom/encouragement 7%
6. Resources 5%
7. Advicors 5%
8. Academic policies and standards 4%
9. Curriculum requirements 3%
10. Potential ) 2%

Excerpts from the first four categories of responses, which comprise 747%

of the replies, are given below.

Category One: Teachers
Twenty-six percent of the faculty respondents observed that teachers

were the most effective part of the instructional environment. One respond-
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ent indicated that he was "

...impressed by the quality of instructors and
their desire to be helpful to the students.'" Numerous instances of student
feedback to faculty about outstanding teachers were noted. Several faculty

members, however, answering both subjective questions with the same responaic,

felt that teachers "are our greatest strength and our greatest weakness."

Category Two: Academic programs

Effective academic pfograms, particularly the ..opportunity (for

students) to secure instruction in a wide variety of fields and interests...,"
were commented on by 197 of those faculty responding. Laboratory and applied

experiences in education, music and theater were also mentioned as outstand-

ing academic programs available.

Category Three: Student-teacher interaction
In these responses, as well as in the first category of responses
(Category One: Teachers), some fadulty members saw student-teacher
interaction as both effective and ineffective. Noting the contradiction,
one respondent cited a lack of involvement between students and professors
but also felt that '"...there is still an effort to maintain a human element
in the instructional process."
Several faculty members based their remarks on student comments which
"...indicated that their informal association with many teachers has been
very good." They described instances of 'specially organized help sessions..."

1"t

and the "...willingness of faculty to help individual students....

Category Four: Academic experiences
Academic experiences such as student and faculty involvement in the

community, laboratory situations, field trips, and other opportunities for
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"...practical application(s) of classwork...'" were described as outstand-
ing by '11% of the faculty members responding. Many replies cited "evidence

of student enthusiasm, even excitement...' that resulted from a direct

involvement in course work and applications.
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SECTION III
LOWER DIVISION STUDENT EVALUATION OF
THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT
ANALYSIS OF SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
MEANS

Lower division student responses to the semantic differengial scales
disclosed a “'somewhat positive" view of the instructional environment of
the University. There were three exceptions: questions regarding Uni-
versity degree requirements and the total instructional environment had
means in the '"neutral"” range, and the question concerning student
impressions of their University College advisors as persons had a mean
in the "quite positive" interval. All mean responses are graphed in
Table 4,

The most positive mean response was with regard to student impressions
of their University College advisors as persoﬁs. The quesfion concerning
University degree requirements re .ived the lowest mean response. The
distributions of negative, neutral and positivé responses from which all

means were obtained are shown in Table 5.

PATTERNS OF RESPONSES

Seven subgroups within the lower division students were identified by
demographic data from the survey sheet and tested with the Cattell coefficient
for significant differences in patterns of responses. The subgroups were
identified by: (1) classificacion, (2) age, (3) race, (4) sex, (5) commuter/

dorm residents, (6) full-and paft-time, and (7) transfer and non-transfer.
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TABLE 4
MEAN RESPONSES

LOWER DIVISION STUDENTS

L1. Subject Matter

-2. Teaching Methods

.3. Teachers

4. Course Requirements
-5. Class Participation

-6. Out-of-Class Facult
Contacts :

"¢. Quality of Scholarship

‘8. University Degree Require-
ments
‘9. U.C. Advisor: Personal

-10. U,.C. Advisor: Counselor

.11. Instructional Environment

1 T
- -2 -1 }
. Very Quite Somewhat Neutral Somé;hat QuIEe Very
: Nez§tive Negative Negative Positive Positive Positive
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL,
AND POSITIVE RESPONSES FROM LOWER DIVISION STUDENTS

Question ‘ Negative Neutral Positive Total Mean
1. Subject Matter 40 36 208 284 1.18
2. Teaching Methods - 48 44 192 . 284 .95
3. Teachers 50 40 244 334 1.13
4. Course Requirements 72 55 155 282 .66
5. Class Participation : 53 46 185 284 1.07
6. Out-of-Class Faculty Contacts 52 62 157 271 .93
7. Quality of Scholarship 43 67 152 262 .74
8. University Degree Requirements 102 « 53 116 271 .13
9. U.C. Advisor - Personal 30 30 218 278 1.69
10. U.C. Advisor - Counselor 51 23 202 276 1.35
11. Instructional Environment | 81 56 151 288 .42
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(1) Classification

There was no significanc difference between the patterns of responses
given by freshmen and sophomores.
(2) Age

Lower division students in the age group 16-20 differed significantly
in their responses from those in the other two groups of ages 21-25 and
26-40. Those in the 16-20 age group were generally less positive in their
responses tnan the other groups.

(3} Race

When the lower division students responding were divided by race into
two groups, a significant difference did exist between the patterns of
responses given by white and black students. Mean responses from these two
groups are graphed in Table 6.

(4) Sex

There was no significant difference between the patterns of responses
given by male and female students.
(5) Commuter/Dorm Resident-

A significant difference did exist between the patterns of responses
given by students who commuted to campus and students who were dormitqry
residents. The mean responses, graphed in Table 7, indicated that a generally
less positive viewpoint was held by dormitory residents, particularly regarding
University degree requirements and the total instructional environment.

(6) Full-/Part-time
No significant difference was seen in the patterns of responses given

by the two groups of students classified by full-time and part-time status.
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TABLE 6

MEAN RESPONSES OF WHITE AND
BLACK LOWER DIVISIUN STUDENTS

Fl. Subject Matter

2. Teaching Methods
.-3. Teachers

LA. Course Requirements

5. Class Participation

6. Out-of-Class Faculty
Contacts

F7. Quality of Scholarship

8. University Degree
Requirements

9., Instructional Environment
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MEAN RESPONSES OF COMMUTER AND DORMITORY RESIDENT

LOWER DIVISION STUDENTS
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(7) Transfer/Non-Transfer

Lower division student respondents who had transferred into the Uni-
versity differed significantly in their pattern of response from those
students who had attended only Memphis State. Their patterns of responses,
graphed in Table 8, show transfer students with a slightly less positive
viewpoint. The greatest difference in responses was seen on the scale
pertaining to the quality of scholarship in the University.

ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE RESPONSES:
INEFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES

Two hundred and eighty lower division students responded to the first
subjective survey question, which asked them to describe a disappointing
or ineffective experieﬁce related to the instructional environment. Given
below are topics which the responses included and the percentage of replies
in each topic category. Some respondents discussed more than one topic in
their replies; therefore, the percentage>distribution total exceeds one
hundred percent.

CATEGORIES OF INEFFECTIVE PARTS OF THE
INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIORNMENT

Percent
1. Teachers 267
2. University Degree Requirements 17%
3. Academic experiences 16%
4, Evaluation and grading 157
5. University College advisors 11%
6. Student-teacher interaction 107
7. Academic policies 67
8. Academic programs 4%
9. Registration 3%

Characteristic excerpts from student comments and summary statements
for the first six categories, which comprise 95% of the replies, are given

below.
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Category One: Teachers
Twenty-six percent of the lower-division respondents described
disappointing experiences with teachers. Rude remarks, discouraging
attitudes, and the feeling that the teacher "...really did not care if
the class passed or failed" were cited in the replies. Monotonous

. lectures and instances of poor explanation by teachers were also described.

Category Two: Structure of‘University Degree Requirements

Lower~division student responses parallelea faculty remarks concerning
degree requirements. Seventeen percent of the students responding felt,
as did the faculty, that the number of required courses prevented students

from studying their major field in sufficient depth.

Category Three: Academic Exﬁeriences

Large lecture classes which restricted involvement and disappointing
class content received emphasis from 16% of the lower-division student
respondents. Several students felt that materials and methods were '"...

geared more to high school than to college'" and expressed dissatisfaction

with their classroom experiences.

Category Four: Evaluation and Grading

Fifteen percent of the lower-division respondents felt that evaluation
procedures and assignment of gradeé in their classes were unfair. Varying
standards were perceived among teachers and instances were cited in which

. students felt that personality rather than pe?formance had influenced a

grade.

Stancardized departmental tests and testing situations in large lecture
classes were also described as ineffective. |
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Category Five: University College Advisors

Counseling received from University College advisors was described
as ineffective by 11% of the lower-division student respondents. Typical
of the responses was one student's comment that "advisors should be more
helpful, especially to freshmen." Several students characterized the
counseling they received as ''rushed" and "impersonal' while other students
related iﬁstances in which they felt they had received incorrect information

from the counselors.

Category Six: Student-teacher Interaction

Ten percent of the lower~division respondents described their teachers
as "impersonal' and "indifferent". A recurring comment was that '"...the
teachers do not take the time to know you.'" Large classes, in some instances,
were recognized as a caﬁée of this problem; however, small class situations
were described in which "...the teacher knew no one's name at the end of the
semester.” Difficulties were also described in seeing teachers outside of
class for individual help.

ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE RESPONSES :
EFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES

The second subjective question, which askgd for a description of ar
outstanding or effective part of the instructional environment was answered
by 261 lower-division students. Listed below are topics which thé responses
included and the percentage of replies in each topic category. As before,
some respondents mentioned more than one topic in their replies, therefore,

the percentage distribution total exceeds one hundred percent.
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CATEGORIES OF EFFECTIVE PARTS OF THE
INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

Percent
1. Teachers 38%
2. Student-Teacher Interaction 19%
3. Academic Experiences 17%
4. University College Advisors o 12%
5. Nothing Positive 12%
6. Academic Programs 47
7. Evaluation and Grading: 2%
8. Registration 1%

Excerpts and summary statements for the first five categories of

responses, which comprise 98% of the replies, are given below.

Category One: Teachers

In contrast to the replies on ineffective experiences with teachers,
38% of the lower-division students responding to this question described
their experiences with teachers as "interesting" and '"rewarding." Teachers
who "...cared about (their) students as individuals..." and who would
"...go out of (their) way to help..." were described by the respondents.
Instances in which teachers encouraged class participation and interest in
the subject matter were related; exemplifying these responses was the stu-

dent who commented: "I have learned and liked what I learned."

Category Two: Student-Teacher Interaction

Nineteen percent of the lower-division students responding to this
question related experiences with teachers who were "understanding",
"helpful", and "friendlyf" Repeatedly, instances of out-of-class conferences
and special make-up tests were descriﬁed, with emphasis on those teachers

who "...make time to see their students and help them as much as possible.”
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Category Three: Academic Experiences

Course experiences which breought new interests, field trips, oppor-
tugities for applications of course content, and laboratory experiences
weré described as outstanding by 17% of the lower-division students
responding. A wide variety of incidents were related, involving depart-
ments and courses throughout the University; those mentioned most
frequently were English, psychology, speech and drama, health, and

physical education.

Category Four: University College Advisiors

"Helpful,'" "friendly," and "encouraging" were representative terms
used by 12% of the lower-division respondents in descriﬁing their University -~
College advisors. Exemplifying this attitude was the comment about an

"

advisor "...who cares, who will listen, and who will help..." One student

felt that his advisor had "...been the best part of (his) school experiences."

Category Five: Nothing Positive

'~Twe1ve percent of the lower-division students responding to this ques-
tion noted a lack of outstanding or effective experiences. Typical comments
were "Nothing has really impressed me" and "I'm sorry to say there have been

no ...'" outstanding experiences.
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SECTION IV
UPPER DIVISION STUDENT EVALUATION OF
THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT
ANALYSIS OF SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL_
MEANS

As did the other two groups, upper-division students indicated a
"somewhat positive' attitude toward the instructional environment on the
semantic differential scales. The gfapi of these means, presented in
Table 9, shows four scales outside this range: questions concerﬁing
University degree requirements and faculty advisors had means in the
"neutral" range, and the question concerning student iﬁpreSsions of their
University College advisors as persons had a mean within the 'quite

- positive" range.

The quéstion concerning University degree requirements again received
the lowest mean response. The mean within the '"'quite positive' range for
the question regarding University College advisors as persons was the most
positive mean response. The distributions of negative, neutral, and

L

positive responses from which all means were obtained are shown in Table

10.

PATTERNS OF RESPONSE

Eight subgroups within the upper division students, identified by
demographic data from the survey sheet, were tested with the Cattell coeffi-
cient for significant differences in patterns of responses. The zubgroups
were identified by: (1) College, (2) Classification, (3) age, (4) race,

(5) sex, (6) commuter/dorm resideﬁt, (7) full-/part-time, and (é) transfer/
non-transfer. |
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TABLE 9

MEAN RESPONSES OF UPPER DIVISION STUDENTS
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TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL AND POSITIVE RESPONSES
FROM UPPER DIVISION STUDENTS

Question - ' Negative Neutral Positive Total Mean
1. Subject Matter 107 30 258 395 .81
2. Teaching Methods 60 44 290 394 1.21
3. Teachers ' 50 44 303 397 1.47
4. Course Requirements 96 59 243 398 .78
5. Class Participation 63 58 278 399 1.18
6. Out-of-Class Faculty Contacts 66 63 259 388 1.16
7. Departmental Encouragement of Students 92 58 243 393 .82
8. University Degree Requirements 157 75 170 402 .07
9. Departmental Requirements 86 58 2-8 402 .97
10. Faculty Advisor: Personal Attention 152 46 205 403 .24
11. Faculty Advisor: Curricular Guidance 136 74 185 395 .24
12. U.C, Advisor: Personal Attention 24 23 149 196 1.55
13. U.C, Advisor: Curricular Guidance 32 22 122 196 .80 -

14. Quality of Scholarship -- Department 51 71 263 385 1.16
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(1) College

Upper-division student respondents from The College of Engineering
differed significantly from respondents in the other three undergraduate
colleges. These engineering students were generally more positive in their
responses than the total group. There was also a significant difference
between the patterns of responses of upper-division respondents in The
College of Arts and Sciences and Tne College of Education. Student
respondents from The College of Education were generally less positive in

their replies than the total group.

(2) Classification

A significant difference did exist between the patterns of responses
from junior and senior students answering the survey questions. The graph
of their mean responses, presented in Table 11, shows that student reSpond;
ents classified as juniors were somewhat less positive in their replies than

senior respondents.

(3) Age
The small group (12) of upper-division student respondents who were
"over 40" differed significantly in their pattern of responses from all

other age groups. Those in the "over 40" group were generally more positive

in their replies than the total group, as can be seen in Table 12.

(4) Race

There was a significant difference between the patterns of responses
for white and black uppef division student respondents. These patterns,
graphed in Table 13, show the greatest difference in means to be on the

question regarding teachers.
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MEAN RESPONSES OF JUNIOR AND SENIOR STUDENTS
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MEAN RESPONSES OF FOUR AGE GROUPS
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MEAN RESPONSES OF WHITE AND BLACK
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(5) Sex
There was no significant difference between the patterns of responses

given by male and female upper division students.

(6) Commuter/Dorm Resident
Although dormitory residents who responded to the survey were generally
less positive than the total group, the differences between upper-division

commuter students and dormitory residents were not significant.

(7) Full-/Part-time
. No significant difference was found in the patterns of responses given
by the two groups of upper-division students classified by full-time and

part-time status.

(8) Transfer/Non-Transfer

Uppér-division transfer students who replied to the survey differed
significantly fr?m upper division student respondents who had attended only
Memphis ét#te. The graph of these response patte;ﬁé; presented in Table
"14, shows that a somewhat less positive attitude is held by transfer students.

ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE RESPONSES:
INEFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES

The first subjective sd;;ey question was answered by 304 upper division
students. These students described disappointing or ineffective experieﬁces
related to the instructional environment; the tobics which the responses
included.and the percentage of replies in~each topic category are sﬁqwn
below. As before, some respondents discussed more than one.tofic in fheir
feplies, thus causing the distribution total to exceed one hundred percent.
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MEAN RESPONSES OF TRANSFER AND NONTRANSFER
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CATEGORIES OF INEFFECTIVE PARTS OF
THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT -

, _ Percent
1. Advising by faculty 26%
2. University degree requirements 20%
3. Teachers 20%
4. Academic Experiences 9%
5. Academic Programs 9%
6. Academic Policies 9%
7. University College Advisors ‘ 5%
8. Student-teacher Interaction 4
9. Transfer Credit Evaluation 3%

Representative comments and summary statements for the first six

categories, which comprise 84% of the replies, are given below.

Cateégory One: Advising by Faculty

Twenty-six percent of the upper division respondents described dis-
appointing experiences with their faculty advisors. Incorrect information,
an impersonal attitude and difficulties in getéing appointments were noted;
reflecting what the students pe%ceived as lack of interest was the comment
"My advisor couldn't care less about wme.'" Transfer students in particular
expressed dissatisfaction with their orientation to the University and
counseling by'édvisors.

Student respondents indicated the desire to spend more time with
advisors for curricular and career decisions; one student noted that ''teach-

ers need to be more aware of how important advising is to students...."

Category Two: University Degree Requirements

University degree requirements were labeled "inflexible," "rigid,"
and "unnecessary" by 20% of the upper-division respondents. The foreign
language requiremenf received particularlemphasis,'but requirements in

English, art and music were also criticized.. A biology hajor's response was
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typical: "I've spent so much time becoming a 'well-rounded scholar' that
I don't know anything about Biology."
Echoing faculty remakrs, student respondeiits stated that excessive

requirements prevented them from studying their major area in depth.

Category Three: ''eachers

"Boring' was the adjective most frequently employed by 207 of the
upper division respondents who described disappointing experiences with
teache;s. Reflecting what the students saw as .a lack of interest in
teaching was oue student's étatement that 'Some teachers don't have any
enthusiasm at all...." Most of those replying felt that, while their
teachers were knowledgeable in their area, they gave poor presentations of

the course content.

Category Four: Academic Experiences

Nine percegt of the upper division respondents discussed classroom
eﬁperiences which had been disabpointing. In most cases, these students
felt that the materials or methods were not practically related to their
occupational needs. Other students were disappointed in the emphasis of
their classes; eg., literature rather than speaking skills in fdreign
language.
Category Five: Academic Proérams

A larger variééy of curriculum offerings in certain areas was seen as
necessary by 9% of the upper division respondents. These students described
what they felt were weak boints in their major programs; one studenE comment -

ed, with regard to his major; "I ran out of...courses to take."

ERIC
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Category Six: Academic Policies

The comments on academic policies, made by 9% of the upper division
respondents, were concerned with a variety of topics. Policies concerning
the ratio of credit hours to class hours in physical education and art, the
English proficiency examination, registration procedures, course scheduling,
and communication of.policy changes were among those seen as ineffective by
these students.

ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE RESPONSES:
EFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES

Two hundred and sixty-gight upper divigion students responded to the
second subjective question concérning effective o? outstending experiences
related to the instructional environment. The topics included in these
responses and the percenﬁgge of replies in each topic category are iisted
below., The distribution total again exceeds one hundred per cent.

-.‘J'l

CATEGORIES OF EFFECTIVE PARTS OF .
THE INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

Percent
1. Teachers , . 33%
2. Student-Teacher Interaction 25%

* 3. Academic Experiences 19%
4, Nothing Positive 11%
5, Advising by Faculty 10%
6. Programs and facilities 8%
7. University degree requirements 3%
8. Evaluation and testing ' 2%

Representative comments and summary statements for the first five

categories are given below.

Category One: Teachers
"Enthusiasm" and "concern' were qualities most frequently mentioned by

33% of the upper-division student respondents who described effective
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experiences with teachers. In their replies, the students tended to single

out a teacher who had impressed them through his personality or teaching

style; one student praised a teacher who was "...enthusiastic about his

subject and interested in...his students."

The creation of new interests through the teacher's interest was
mentioned frequently; reflecting this was the statement one student made
that "When you find a teacher'that really is interésted in the subjecﬁ it

makes a big difference."

Category Two: Student-teacher interaction
Exemplary of the feelings of 25% of the upper-diﬁision respondents was

one student's statement; "I have appreciated the efforﬁ made by a few of

my professors to get to know me personally." Evidences of friendly interest

and concern from thei: teachers were described by these students; confer-
ences, help sessions, and informal advising were frequently mentioned in

" the responses.

Category Three: Academic Experiences _ -

Nineteen percent of the upper division respondents described experiences

e

in particular classes which hed been outstanding to them. Most of the

replies focused on "...attempt{s) to relate the subject matter to contemp-

' Field trips and student teaching experiences which

<2

orary needs and events.'
had revealed ". ..practical applications for some of the things taught in .

class...'" were cited frequently.

Category Four: Nothing Positive
Comménting on a lack of outstanding or effective experiences related

to the instructional environment, 11% of the upper division students

\‘1‘ &
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responding to this question made statements such as "Nothing has impressed
me' and "I have yet to find anything within the instructional environment

which could be termed outstanding."

Category Five: Advising - Faéulty and University College

Advisors in the University College and among the faculty were des-
cribed as '"concerned," "helpful" and "interested' by 107 of the upper
division respondents. The personal attention and interest received by the
students again drew comment; one student felt that his "...faéulty advisor's

interest in...(him) as a person and as a student...(had) been outstanding."




SECTION V

GROUP COMPARISONS

.Three majo;-groups were conéidered in this study: faculty ﬁemﬁers,
lower division stﬁdents and upper division students. Although the ques-
tionnaires for each group were structured in slightly diffgrent ways, there
were some questions common to all the groﬁps. Using these questioms, thg
groups were paired and tested fér significant differences betwéen the

patterns of responses through use of the Cattell coefficient.

1. . Faculty members / Lower division students

Mean responses to the nine questions these two groups had in common -
are graphed in Table 15. The Cattell coefficient indicated that a sig-
nificant difference did exist between the two patterns of responses.
The question regarding University degree requirements (#8) br;ught the
largest variation in mean responses between the two groups (lower division

students: .06 - neutral, faculty members: .55 -.somewhat positive).

2. Faculty members / Upper division students

A significant difference existed also between the patterns of‘respon-
ses from faculty members apd upper division students. The mean responses
from these two groups, gédphed in Table 16, show the greatest variation on
the two questions reéarding faculty advising éf upper divisian students
(#'s 10 and 11). The gtpdent group hadbless positive responses about
Univer;ity degree requirements.(#B), but were-moré positive about their.

teachers than were the faculty respondents,

L )




TABLE 15 45
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MEAN RESPONSES FROM UPPER DIVISION STUDENTS
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3. Lower division students / Upper division students
The pattern of responses for lower division students was signifi-
cantly different from that of upper division students. Mean responses for
these groups, graphed in Table 17, indicate a less positive attitude on
the part of lower division students for every question but the first,
regarding subject matter. Question three, regarding teachers, brought

the greatest variation in mean responses between the two groups.




TABLE 17

MEAN RESPONSES FROM
UPPER DIVISION AND LOWER DIVISION STUDENIS
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SECTION VI

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

All groups studied -- faculty and upper and lower division students --
indicated generally a "gomewhat positive" attitude toward the instructional
environment as defined in this report. These results are not inconsistent
with the findings of other studies on student attitudes. Feldman and
Newcomb, in reviewing a large number of studies for their book, The Impact

of College on Students, found that:

For the most part, students are satisfiad with college:
usually only a minority...at any school expresses dis-
satisfaction with the quality of instruction and the
intellectual level of the college. But, if not actually
dissatisfied, neither are the majority of students over-
whelmingly pleased with the quality and excitement of
their academic and intellectual experiences. Their satis-
faction can be described best as being lukewarm. !

These 'somewhat positive' response patterns, obtained through an
averaging process; indicate overall, group attitudes. The subjective
responses, which cannot be "averaged," present facets of the instructional
environment as either positive (outstanding and effective) or negative
(disappointing and ineffective). When the subjective responses from all

groups were combined, the following negative and positive major (greater

than 10%) categories emerged:

Positive Responses Negative Responses
Teachers 32% Teachers 21%
Student/teacher inceraction 21% Advising , 20%
academic experiences - 16% University Degree req. 18%

Academic Experiences 13%
Student/teacher int. 11%

The three categories under "Positive Responses also received negative

comments. This-recalls one faculty member's statement that teachers "...are
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our greatest strength and our greatest weakness....'" Both student and
faculty comments ranged from the highest praise to veheme¢nt criticisn.
Recognizing that individuals, bring?ng different attitudes and abilities
into a situation, will form diver;; impressicns of the same incident, it
appears, nevertheless, that the quality of a ;tudent's or faculty member's
experiences in the institution is a function of the individuals with whom
he is in contact. From the comments made, it would seem that this
quality is very uneven for many students and faculty members.

Two other topic categories received negative comments from more than
10% of the respondents. University degree requirements seen as ineffective
by 18% of the total group of respondents were often characterized as too
extensive and rigid.

The University's system of advising students, both by the University
College staff and by faculty members, was seen as ineffective by 207% of
all respondents.

Evidence is accumulating that faculty are particularly

important in influencing occupational decisions and

educational aspirations. In over a dozen studies in

which students were asked to name the important sources

of influence on their vocational planning and decisions,

faculty...ranked as extremely .important.
In view of this, and the comments received from students on the value of
advising, it would appear that more emphasis could be placed on developing

an effective system of advising.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Memphis State University is a large institution which has experienced
rapid growth. This should not, however, be a factor in the quality of

individual experiences. '...Large size does not automatically lessen the
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meaningfulness of student-teacher contactu...the extent.to which the
student comes into direct contact with the professor depends more upon the
attitude and efforts of the institution than upon its size."

Based upon this research, specified areas for recommended study are:
1) Student orientation and advising: It is recommended that
attention be given to curriculum design and‘caféer planning;
orientation for freshmen and transfer students; and the

development of an'advising system which would provide for

the involvement of faculty members with an expressed- interest

in advising.

2) University degree requirements: A review of the entire
structure of degree requirements is recommended. The study

would iﬁclude comparisons with current requirements at other
universities with attention gi;en to the ratio of required and
elective hours; the varying needs of different types of students;
and the possibility of interdepartmental survey courses to relate
introductqry courses that now appear to be isolated units;

3) Instructional Environment: It is recommended that attention

be given to finding ways of o&ercoming student and faculty-perceivéd
deficiencies in the teaching and learning environment of the
University.

Whether the deficiencies are caused by'large classes, "rigid"
requirements, the advising system, "indifferent, impersonal
attiﬁudes or mediocre efforts, this research indicates an immediate
need fof review of those factors cdntributing to this study's
implications of mediocrity in many areas of the instructional en-

vironment of the University.
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

SIATE &
g § 2
Py
(‘d % Oflice of the Vice President for Academic Atfairs
\\‘9‘,’ ¢,’ g
‘~
TAown
S BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Please complete by checking the approprlate blanks or by filling in the
~spaces indicated.
1- Rank:
D Instructor D Associate Professor
D Assistant Professor D Professor
P 2. (follege
%A Department
C .
g 3. Years at Memphis State University:
t []1-2 []s-10
. ) ‘l .
1 ' D 3-5 [:' more than 10
o -
n -
S 4. Degree Level:
0 E] Doctorate D Masters
f o [:J Masters + 60 D Bachelor

D Masters + 30 D No Degree

5. Age: .
[ under 30 [ s0-59
D 30 - 39 D 60 or over

Memphis State University




In completing the survey, judgments should be made on the basis of your
total experience, Please do not answer with one teacher, one course,
or one situation in mind, Each statement focuses upon a different

aspect of the instructional environment; beneath each statement is

a set of evaluative and descriptive scales. The scales should be marked

in the following manner:

IMPORTANT ..
1. Place the checkmark in the middle of the space, not on the boundaries:

THIS: X : - NOT THIS: X

2. Mark one space between every pair of adjectives. DO NOT OMIT ANY, .

If your feeling about the underlined portion of the statement is
VERY CLOSELY RELATED to one end of the scale, you should check as below:

CFAIR X ;i i .. UNFAIR
OR
FAIR : : : : : : X UNFAIR

If you feel that your opinion is CLOSELY RELATED, you should mark as
below:

STRONG . X : : : : WEAK
OR :
STRONG : : : C . X WEAK

If your opinion seems ONLY SLIGHTLY RELATED to one side as opposed
to the other side (but is not really neutral), you should mark as follows:

PERFECT : . X . : : . IMPERFECT
. 'OR ,
PERFECT : : : . X : IMPERFECT

1f your opinions are NEUTRAL, or you feel t:he SCALE IS IRRELEVANT
and unrelated to the statement, then check the middle space,

SAFE s X : : DANGEROUS
*If you cannot answer a . “tion--for ins tance, if you are not familiar
with the Un1ver51ty Ceu. ‘ge--mark NA_° "at the lower right hand

"corner of the set of scales.




PERCEPTIONS OF

INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

1, You consider the subiect matter of University courses to be:

COMPLETE : : : : . : INCOMPLETE
INTERESTING : : : : : : "BORING _
MEANINGFUL = : : : : : MEANINGLESS

DISORGANIZED : : : : : : ORGANIZED
USELESS __: : _: . . . "USEFUL NA

2. The teaching, or methods of instruction, in the University, is, in
your opinion:

EFFECTIVE : : : : : : INEFFECTIVE .

INFLUENTIAL : : : : : UNINFLUENTIAL
 ORGANIZED ___: S : _: -~ DISORGANIZED
GOOD : : L : : BAD

BORING : : : : : : INTERESTING NA

3. The teachers of the University, as people, kave impressed you as:

UNFRIENDLY : : : : : : FRIENDLY
INTELLIGENT T . : : : : UNINTELLIGENT
INDIFFERENT : : : IR : - EAGER

SENSITIVE : : : : : : INSENSITIVE

TOLERANT : : : : : : © INTOLERANT NA

4, The requirements and outside demands of courses are, in your opinion:

FAIR  :  :° .+ . . UNFAIR

USEFUL : : : : : . __ USELESS
INTERESTING : : : : s : DULL
DIFFICULT _ : : : : : : EASY
MEANINGFUL : : D : : MEANINGLESS NA ___
5. Student involvement and participation in classes has been in your
experience: :
COMPULSORY : : : : : : VOLUNTARY .
COMFORTABLE I : : : UNCOMFORTABLE
DIFFICULT R S EASY
ENCOURAGED : : LR : o DISCOURAGED

INFREQUENT : : : : : FREQUENT NA




6. Informal, or out-of-class contacts with students are:

SUFFICIENT

UNFRIENDLY

COMPULSORY

COMFORTABLE

MEANINGFUL

INSUFFICIENT
FRIENDLY
VOLUNTARY
UNCOMFORTABLE
MEANINGLESS

NA

1. The overall level or quality of scholarship in the University (students,

_ faculty, programs, etc.) is, in your opinion:

SUPERIOR

SUFFICIENT

SHALLOW

CAREFUL

INCREASING

INFERIOR
INSUFFICIENT
DEEP
CARELESS
DECREASING

NA

8- The overall level or guality of scholarship in your dejartment (students

faculty, programs, etc.) is, in your opinion:

SUPERIOR

SUFFICIENT .

SHALLOW

CAREFUL

INCREASING

INFERIOR
INSUFFICIENT
DEEP
CARELESS
DECREASING

NA

9- The general structure of Umver51ty degree requirements is, in your

judgment:

COMPLEX

BAD

ORGANIZED

" UNFAIR

USEEUL

SIMPLE
GOOD

UNORGANIZED

FAIR
USCZLESS

NA

lo, The general structure of your departmental major requirements is, in

your judgment:

COMPLEX

BAD

ORGANIZED

UNFAIR

USEFUL

SIMPLE "

GOOD
UNORGANIZED
FAIR

USELESS

NA



11. Departmental encouragement of student interest in and enthusiasm

for the field has been, in your opinion:

CONCERNED
MEANINGFUL
INFLUENTIAL
NONEXISTENT
PERSONAL

INDIFFERENT

MEANINGLESS

UNINFLUENTIAL

EXISTENT

IMPERSONAL

NA

12. The personal attention and supervision given to students by University

College advisors are, in your opinion:

SUFFICIENT
INFLUENTIAL
IMPERSONAL
MEANINGFUL
CARELESS

INSUFFICIENT

UNINFLUENTIAL

FRIENDLY

MEANINGLESS

CAREFUL

NA

13. The curricular gpuidance given by University Collepge advisors to students

in planning their program of courses is, in your opinion:

CONFUSING
CONMPLETE
ORGANIZED
INCOMPETENT
?ERSONALIZED

14. The personal attention and supervision given to upper-division students

INFORMATIVE

INCOMPLETE

UNORGANIZED

COMPETENT

IMPERSONAL

by faculty advisors are, in your opinion:

SUFFICIENT
INCOMPLETE
INFLUENTIAL

IMPERSONAL
MEANINGFUL

- INSUFFICIENT

COMPLETE

UNINFLUENTIAL

FRIENDLY

MEANINGLESS

15. The curricular guidance given by faculty advisors to upper-division

students in planning their program of courses is, in your opinion:

CONFUSING
COMPLETE
ORGANIZED
. INCOMPETENT
PERSONALIZED

INFORMATIVE

)
¢

T

. INCOMPLETE

UNORGANIZED

COMPETENT

IMPERSONAL

NA

NA

NA



16, You would look upon the instructional or academic environment at
Memphis State University as:

DULL : : : : : : EXCITING

BROADENING : : : ; : : RESTRICTIVE
FLEXIBLE : : : : : : RIGID
FRIENDLY : : : : : : IMPERSONAL
CREATIVE : : : 3 : : UNCREATIVE NA

Think of the major parts of the instructional environment of the University
(teachers and advisors, courses, the requirements of -the curriculum,
academic policies). Of these, think of the one part that you feel is par-
ticularly ineffective or disappointing for students.

There are probably a number of things which caused you to feel that this
part of the instructional environment is ineffective or disappointing, but
what was the most important incident that influenced you? Describe that
incident,




Again, think of the major parts of the instructional environment of the
University (teachers and advisors, courses, the requirements of the
curriculum, academic policies)., Of these think of the one part that you
feel is particularly outstanding or effective for students,

There may be a number of things which caused you to feel that this part
of the instructional environment is effective, but what was the most
important incident that influenced you? Describe the situation and just
what happened. '




LOWER DIVISION QUESTIONNAIRE

3oy O Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs
- ~
b T
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Please complete by checking the appropriate blanks or by filling in the
spaces indicated. ’
1. Registered in:
D University College
I | Colleg.
’ Department
2. Ciaa-iioavon 4. racc: 7, D Full-time
i io.-hman ! I White D Part-time
t.——‘ SRR RS TSt I I Black
8. l I Transfer
yea

~ MO Lo OOR DY

i__ ooy D Other

— D Non-transfer
i 0 owentor o . ‘ ‘
5. Sex
3- A I l Alale
; 16 -0 l ! Female
L
. 6. D Coramuter
' o 2e = 3o

l i Dorm resident




In completing the survey, judgments should be made on the basis of your
total experience. Please do not answer with one teacher, one course,
or one situation in mind, Each statement focuses upon a different
aspect of the instructional environment; beneath each statement is

a set of evaluative and descriptive scales. The scales should be marked
in the following manner:

IMPORTANT
1. Place the checkmark in the middle of the space, not on the boundaries:

THIS: _X : NOT THIS: X

2, Mark one space between every pair of adjectives. DO NOT OMIT ANY,

If your feeling about the underlined portion of the statement is
VERY CLOSELY RELATED to one end of the scale, you should check as below:

FAIR X : : : : : : UNFAIR
OR .
FAIR : : : : : : X UNFAIR
if you feel that your opinion is CLOSELY RELATED, you should mark as
below: :
STRONG Y. : : : : ‘NEAK
o OR
STRCONG : : : : R WEAK

If your opinion seems ONLY SLIGHTLY RELATED to one side as cpposed
to the other side (but is not really neutral), you should mark as follows:

VERFECT : : X : : : IMPERFECT
OR
PERTECT : : : : X : IMPERFECT

'f vour cpinions are NEUTRAL, or you feel the SCALE IS IRRELEVANT
and uanrelated to the statement, then check the middle space.

SAFE : : . X . . . DANGEROUS

*1£ you cannot answer a question--for instance, if you are not familiar
with the University College--mark NA at the lower right hand
corner of the set of scales, o

i




SECTION ONE ‘
Instructional Environment

1. You consider the subject matter of your courses to be:

COMPLETE : : : : : :  INCOMPLETE
INTERESTING : : : : : : BORING
MEANINGFUL : : : : : : MEANINGLESS

DISORGANIZED : 1. : : : : ORGANIZED

USELESS : : : . : : USEFUL NA .

2. The teaching, or metiods of instruction, is, in your opinion:

SKILLFUL : : : . : : BUNMGLING

INFLUENTIAL __ :_ :  :  : : UNINFLUENTIAL _
DISORGANIZED : : : : : : ORGANIZED
. GOOD : : : : S BAD
" BORING i INTERESTING NA ___

3. Your teachers, as people, have impressed you as:

UNFRIENDLY : : : : : : FRIENDLY
INTELLIGENT : : : : : : UNINTELLIGENT
INDIFFERENT : : : : : : EAGER

SENSITIVE : : : : : : INSENSITIVE
TOLERANT : : : : : : INTOLERANT NA

4. The requirements and outside demands of your courses have been,
in your opinion:

FAIR : 3 : : : : UNFAIR
USEFUL : : : : : : USELESS
INTERESTING : : : : : : DULL
DIFFICULT : : : : : : EASY
MEANINGFUL : : : : : : MEANINGLESS NA __

]
5. Your personal involvement and participation in classes have been:
]

COMPULSORY : : i : : : VOLUNTARY
COMFORTABLE : : 2 : : : UNCOMFORTABLE
DIFFICULT : : : d : : EASY
ENCOURAGED T : : : : DISCOURAGED

INFREQUENT : : : : : : FREQUENT NA




6. Your informal or out-of-class contacts with £faculty have been:

SUFFICIENT
UNFRIENDLY
COMPULSORY
COMFORTABLE
MEANINGFUL

INSUFFICIENT
FRIENDLY
VOLUNTARY
UNCOMFORTABLE

MEANINGLESS NA

7. The overall level or quality of scholarship in ysur courses (students,

faculty, programs, etc.), in vour opinion, is:

. SUPERIOR
SUFFICIENT

" SHALLOW
CAREFUL
INCREASING

INFERIOR
INSUFFICIENT
DEEP

CARELESS
DECREASING NA

8. The general structure of University degree requirements is, in your

judgment:

COMPLEX
BAD
ORGANIZED
UNFAIR
USEFUL

SIMPLE

GOOD
UNORGANIZED
FAIR

USELESS NA

9. Thus far, you would look upon the instructional or academic environment

at Memphis State University as:

DULL
BROADENING
FLEXIBLE

. FRIENDLY
CREATIVE

EXCITING

RESTRICTIVE
RIGID
IMPERSONAL

UNCREATIVE  NA



Think of the major .parts of the University's instructional environment
(your teachers and advisors, your courses, the requirements of the
curriculum, academic policies), Of these, think of the one part that
has béen particularly disappointing or ineffective for you,

L] . . ’
There are probably a number of things which caused you to feel that
this part of the total instructional environment is ineffective or
disappointing, but what was the most impor tant incident that influenced
you? Describe that incident.

Again, think of the major parts of the University's instructional environ=
ment |your teachers and advisors, your courses, the requirements of the
curriculum,. academic policies). Of these, think of the one part that has
been particularly outstanding or effective for you,

There may be many things that influenced you favorably or were good
experiences, but what was the most important incident that really
impressed you? What in particular happened that you considered out~
standing and effective? Describe the situation and just what occurred.




SECTION TWO
University College

l, Your University College advisor,

as a person, has impressed you as:

FRIENDLY : : : : : : UNFRIENDLY .
INTELLIGENT : : : : : : UNINTELLIGENT
INTOLERANT : : : : : : TOLERANT
SENSITIVE : : : : : : INSENSITIVE
INDIFFERENT : : : : : : EAGER

" as a counselor, has impressed you as:

*EFCECTIVE : : : : : : INEFFECTIVE
BAD : : : : : : GOOD
ORGANIZED : : E : : : . UNORGANIZED
UNINTERESTED : : : e K INTERESTED

c INFLUENTIAL : s : T : UNINFLUENTIAL

ro ' ‘
2. The Pre-College Counseling program in the University College was:

HELPFUL LR : : : : HARMFUL
CONFUSING = : : g : : : INFORMATIVE
ORGANIZED : : : : : : UNORGANIZED.

FRIENDLY : : : : : : IMPERSONAL
BAD s : : : N GOOT

NA

3, Do you feel that your University College advisor is interested in you -
as a perscn?

[ ves [ No.

4. Do you feel that your advicor has made an effort to become familiar with
.. your academic background? :

D Yes D No




5. Do you feel that your advisor is thoroughly familiar with the curriculum
requirements for _your' area of interest or major?

D Yes D No

6. ' Are you able to see your advisor when you need to:
Yes, am always able to see my advisor

_ i
Yes, but usually have to wait a short time

Yes, but have to wait a long time

Yes, but I usually feel rushed during our conference

HRERNRERE

No., my advisor is not usually there .

7, Has your advisor shown an interest in your educational interests and
plans?

D Yes D No

8. Has your advisor shown an interest in your particular career goals?
I | Yes, and has given me specific career information

' [: Y'es, but has not been very helpful

D' No, not at all

_9. Has your advisor ever offered to arrange with the Counseling Center
" for vou to take vocational aptitude or interest tests?

I ] Yes, and I took the tests
D Yes, but [ was not interested
D No, but I would like to take such tests

D No, but I am not interested




10. Has your advisor been helpful in working out your schedule of classes
each semester?

D Yes, D No

11, Has your advisor helped you with special schedule changes or adjustments
g such as late drops, section changes, etc,?

’ i Yes, has been very helpful
D No, but I have not needed such help

D No, did not give help when needed

'
12. What do you consider to be the greatest strength of the University
College?

13'. What do you consider to be the greatest weakness of the University .
College? : '

14, What specitic improvements in the University College wouid you suggest?




UPPER DIVISION QUESTIONNAIRE

> 2
%_L.:Dl =  Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs
yﬁ’ CIRGNY "\}\ ‘
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
. Please complete by cheé:king the appropriate blanks or by filling in the
spaces indicated. " '
1. Registered in:
D University College
eP r—] : College
r ' Depar tment
C
g 2. Classification: 4. Race: 7. D Full-time
- o L
t D Freshman - D White D Part-time
i D Sophomore ‘ ‘ D Black ‘
() o 8. D Transfer
n D Junior D Other i
S . o ' K D Non-transfer
D Senior ' ‘
'5- Sex:
f 3.,,.Age: ‘_ v E] ,Male.
’ D 16 {-: 20 o D Temale
] 2125 | |
6. D Comumuter .-
[] 26-40 , ‘ -
) E] Dorm resident
[]* over 40 :
' @ o [ J
. ‘Memphis State University




In completing the survey, judgments should be made on the basis of your
total experience, Please do not answer with one teacher, one course,
.or one situation in mind, Each statement focuses upon a different
aspect of the instructional environment; beneath each statement is

a set of evaluative and descriptive scales. The scales should be marked
in the following manner:

IMPORTANT
1. Place the checkmark in the middle of the space, not on the boundaries:

THIS: X - : NOT THIS: X

2. Mark one space between every pair of adjectives. DO NOT OMIT ANY,

If your feeling about the underlined portion of the stétement is
VERY CLOSELY RELATED to one end of the scale, you should check as below:

FAIR X . : : : : s UNFAIR
OR
FAIR : : R : : X UNFAIR

H

If you feel that your opinion is CLOSELY RELATED, you should mark as
below: '

STRONG : X : : : : WEAK
: CR

STRONG : : : : : X .WEAK

If your opinion seems ONLY SLIGHTLY RELATED to one side as opposed
to the other side (but is not really neutral), you should mark as follows:

PERFECT : : X : : : IMPERFECT
OR
PERFECT : : : : X ¢ : IMPERFECT

{f your opinions are NEUTRAL, or you feel the SCALE IS IRRELEVANT
and unrelated to the statement, then check the middle space.

SAFE : : : X : : DANGEROUS

«

*1f you cannot answer a questibn--fozj instance, if you are not familiar
with the University College--mark NA at the lower right hand
corner of the set of scales,




PERCEPTIONS OF
INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

1. You consider the subject matter of courses in your major area to be:

COMPLETE R : : : : INCOMPLETE
INTERESTING : : : : : : BORING
MEANINGEUL : : : : : : MEANINGLESS
DISORGANIZED : : : : : : ORGANIZED
USELESS : : : : : : USEFUL NA

2, The teaching, or methods of instruction, in your major area is, in your

opinion:
SKILLFUL : s : : : BUNGLING
. INFLUENTIAL : : : : : : UNINFLUENTIAL
DISORGANIZED : : : : : : ORGANIZED
GOOD : T : : : BAD
BORING : : : : : : INTERESTING NA

3. In vour major area, your teachers, as people, have impressed you as:

UNFRIENDLY : : L : : FRIENDLY
INTELLIGENT : : : : : s UNINTELLIGENT
INDIFFERENT : : : : : : EAGER
SENSITIVE =~ : - : : : : INSENSITIVE
TOLERANT : : L : : INTOLERANT NA

4, The requirements and outside demands of courses in your major area
have been, in your opinion:

FAIR : : : : : : UNFAIR

USEEUL . . . . . USELESS
INTERESTING : : : : : : DULL
DIFFICULT . . . . . . EASY

MEANINGFUL : : : : . MEANINGLESS NAl

5, Your personal involvement and participation in classes of your major

have been:
COMPULSORY .  : .« . . . VOLUNTARY
COMFORTABLE : : . : : : UNCOMFORTABLE
DIFFICULT : : : : : : EASY ,
ENCOURAGED : : : : : : DISCOURAGED v

4INFREQUENT - : : : : : : FREQUENT : NA




6. Your informal, or out-of-class contacts with faculty in your major
department have been:

SUFFICIENT : : : : : : INSUFFICIENT
UNFRIENDLY : . : : : : FRIENDLY
COMPULSORY : : : : : : VOLUNTARY
COMFORTABLE : : : : : : UNCOMFORTABLE

MEANINGFUL : : : : : : MEANINGLESS NA

7. Departmental encouragement of interest in and enthusiasm for the
field has been, in your opinion:

CONCERNED N T INDIEFERENT

MEANINGFUL R : N : MEANINGLESS
INFLUENTIAL : : : : : : UNINFLUENTIAL
NONEXISTENT : : : : : : EXISTENT

'~ PERSONAL : : : : : : IMPERSONAL . NA

8. The general structure of University degree requirements is, in your

judgment:
COMPLEX : : : : : : SIMPLE
BAD : : : : : : GOOD
ORGANIZED : : . : : : UNORGANIZED
UNTAIR : : : : : : FAIR

USEFUL : : : : : : USELESS NA

9. The general structure of departmental requirements for your major is,
in your judgment:

COMPLEX i : : I SIMPLE
BAD : : : : : : GOOD
ORGANIZED : : : : : : UNORGANIZED "
UNFAIR : : : 2 : : FAIR
USET UL : : : : : : USELESS NA

10. The personal attention and supervision you have received £rom your
faculty advisor are, in your opinion:

SUFFICIENT . -. . o " INSUFFICIENT

INFLUENTIAL : : N : . UNINFLUENTIAL
IMPERSONAL : : : : : : FRIENDLY
VEANINGFUL : R : : : MEANINGLESS

CARELESS : : : : : : CAREFUL NA




11. The curricular guidance you have received from your faculty advisor
in planning your program of courses is, in your opinion:

CONFUSING s : : : : INFORMATIVE

COMPLETE : N : : : INCOMPLETE
" ORGANIZED : : : : : : UNORGANIZED
JWNCOMPETENT : : : : : : COMPETENT

PERSONALIZED : : : : : : IMPERSONAL NA

12. The overall level or guality of scholarship in your department (students,
faculty, programs, etc,) is, in your opinion:

SUPERICR : : : : : : INFERIOR
SUFFICIENT : : : : : : INSUFFICIENT
" SHALLOW : : : : : : DEEP
CAREFUL : : : : : : CARELESS

INCREASING : R : : DECREASING NA

Think of the major parts of the University's instructional environment
(your teachers and advisors, your courses, the requirements of the
curriculum, academic policies). Of these, think of the one part that
has been particulariy disappointing or ineffective for you.

There are probably a number of things which caused you to feel that

this part of the total instructional environment is ineffective or
disappointing, but what was the most important incident that influenced
you? Describe that incident.




Again, think of the major parts of the University's instructional environ=-
ment (your teachers and advisors, your courses, the reguirements of the
curriculum, academic policies), Of these, think of the one part that has
been particularly outstanding or effective for you,

There may be many things that influenced you favorably or were good
experiences, but what was the most important incident that really
impressed you? What in particular happened that you considered out-
standing and effective? Describe the situation and just what occurred,

e e

SECTION TWO
University College

D If you were not in the University College, check the space to the left .
and omit the remainder of the questionnaire,

1. Your University College advisor, as a person, impressed you as:

FRIENDLY UNFRIENDLY
INTELLIGENT UNINTELLIGENT °
INTOLERANT _ TOLERANT

SENSITIVE INSENSITIVE

. INDIFFERENT EAGER

2- Your University College advisor, as a counselor, impressed you as:

INEFFECTIVE

ETFECTIVE
BAD GOOD
ORGANIZED UNORGANIZED
UNINTERESTED INTERESTED
INFLUENTIAL

_UNINFLUENTIAL

.....



3. The Pre-College Counseling program in the University College was:

HELPFUL : L : : ’ HARMFUL
CONFUSING : : P : : INFORMATIVE
ORGANIZED : : : : : : UNORGANIZED

FRIENDLY i : : : : IMPERSONAL

BAD : : : : GOOD

4. Do you feel that your University College advisor was interested in you
as a person?

D Yes D No

5. Do you feel that your advisor made an effort to become familiar with
your academic background?

D Yes D No

6- Do you feel that your advisor was thoroughly familiar with the curriculum
requirements for your area of interest or major?

DYes 'DNO

7. Do you feel that you were properly advised in planning your program of
courses for entrance into your major area of study?

D Yes D} No
8- Were you able to s—e_a‘ej your advisor v'hen you needed to?
D Yes, was always able to see my advisor
[—__] Yes, but usually had to w.ait a short time
D Yes, but had to wait a long time
D Yes, but I ﬁsually felt rushed during our conference
D No, my advisor was not usually there
9- Did your advisor show an interest in your educational interests and plans?
D Yes D No

10. Was your advisor helpful in working out your schedule of classes each
semester? . '

(“:jEj Yes - D No

Q —




11.

12.

13. "

14.

15.

16.

Did your advisor show an interest in your particular career goals?
[:] Yes, and gave me specific career information

D Yes, but was not very helpful D No, not at all

Did your advisor ever offer to arrange with the Counseling Center
for you to take vocational aptitude or interest tests?

D Yes, and I took the tests D Yes, but I was not interested

D No, but I would have liked to D No, but I was not interested
take such tests

Did your advisor help you with special schedule changes or adjustments
such as late drops, section changes, etc,?

[:] Yes, was very helpful D No, but I did not need
such help

D No, did not give help when needed

What do you consider to be the greatest strength of the University College?

What do you consider to be the greatest weakness of the University College?

What specific improvements in the University College would you suggest?




