' been hired by the college because of his appropriate credentials. This
element was operationally defined by the item, "I feel that the in-
structor has a right to his/her professional status and position."

’ Referent power is founded on the student's identification with
the teacher. The item "I identified with and/or felt close to the
instructor" operationally defines this element.

Expert power is based on the student's perception that the teacher
has some special knowledge or expertness. Two items were selected to
define this element. The actual éresence of some special knowledge or
expertness was looked at with the item "] believe that the instructor
knows his/her subject well." A second component of expert power was
viewed in terms of Arieti's (1973) cocnception of the authoritative use
of authority. Arieti contends that an authoritative authority relays
information and permits the recipient of that information to make their
personal decisions on how to view that‘information free of coercion.
Using Arieti's perspective, the item "The instructor presented infor-
mation and left it up to me to decide whether or not it was valid"
was written. /

Research has tended to support the assumption that teachers per-
ceived to be operating on powers other than that of coercion would
tend to have more student-centered courses. (Schmuck and Schmuck,
1971). The use of coercion would tend to move the course in a
dir~ction of authoritarian control which would negate the possibilities
for student-centered activities.

Characteristics of a positive classroom environment suggested
by Schmuck and Schmuck (1971) served as the rationale for constructing

items on the second dimension. A positive classroom climate, according
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was.to develop a course-evs ‘uation
form for the assessment of student-centered courses. The develop-
ment of the instrument was derived from theoretical views of
student-centered courses which suggested five dimensions. The
dimensions included bases of power, positive classroom environment,
personal meaningfulness, student self-e#aluation and personal
responsibility for learning, and commitment or personal involve-
ment. Items were written for each dimension. The 25 item instru-
ment was administered to 321 graduate and undergraduate students.
A factor analysis resulted in five factors: I =~ personal meaning-
fulness; II - classroom environment involving interaction of
teacher, group and individual; III ~ diffusion of power or influence;
IV - self-evaluation and responsibility for learning; V - coexcive
power. The results tended to support the original factor structure
with personal meaningfulness as the overriding factor. It was
concluied that the instrument can be refined to provide a reliable
and valid alternative method for teachers with studen;—centered

course objectives.
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A recent trend in education emphasizes the role of the learner
as an active autonomous learner rather than a passive receiver of
information. Rogers (1969), Foster and Aldermar (1974), and Pine
{1974), suggest that the transition could be characterized as one
from teacher-centered to student-centered. The movement to student-
centered courses is accompanied by a shift in the role of the teacher
from instructor-evaluator to facilitator. The facilitator acts as
a supportive guide or resource person for students setting their own
learning goal, whereas the traditional instructor-evaluator presents
information and then evaluates students on whether cor not they have
met the instructor's goals. Additionally, the student-centered
course approach assumes that the student will be able to make personal
existential meaning of his leafning experiences in such a way as to
assist him in his personal growth and development.

Teachers or facilitators attempting to conduct student-centered
courses are presented an anomaly in that currenct course evaluation
forms are predominantly teacher-centered in that they tend to focus
on teacher-performance and not the student's perception of his own
performance in the context of the course. Hegce, the accountability
scheme of teacher-centered evaluation tends to be one-gided in
generally assuming the teacher to be responsible for the student's

learning and growth. Such evaluation tends to neglect to account for




the learner as cne who attributes personal meaning to information

and experiences through the quality of his perceptions and the strength

of his idegtity and life expe.iences.

There are two major problems which current course evaluation
forms present for teachers teaching student-centered courses. The
first is that the inclusion and interpretation of items appear to
be designed for evaluation of teacher-centered courses. For example,
"The course objectives were not clearly stated" is a vice in a
teacher-centered course, while a virtue in a student-centered course:
where course objectives are personal in nature and can not be clearly
stAated by the teacher.

A second disadvantage with using most course evaluation forms
in student-centered classes is that the forms are directed to the
evaluation of the instructor and the content with little or no ztten-
tion directed to the student'’'s evaluation of his own experience and
performance. Generally, too, there are a number of items which de-
personalize the individual learner's experiences through objectivi-

cation of the subjective state of the experience. For example, while

an item of evaluation such as "Ic¢ was quite interesting” when written

"I was quite interested” or "I perceived the course to be quite inter-
esting” may measure the same thing, the latter two forms permit the
learner to retain personal ownership of his experience and to heighten
his awareness of this fact.

The purpose of this study, the , given the foregoing concerns
was to develop and analyze a student-centered course evaluation form
with the underlying theme being student perception of personal meaning

and growth in the course.
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There have been'other attempts to develop a student-centered
course evaluation form. Costin (1971) developed an evaluation form
based on styles of leadership, "authoritarian" versus "democratic" or
"directive" versus "nondirective". Costin's study resulted in four
distinct factors: (a) student involvement (b) teacher support
(c) negative support (d) teacher control. The first two factors
were considered to be student-centered, while the latter two were

labeled teacher-centered. The items in Costin's evaluation form

focused primarily on overt teacher and student behavior (i.e. "students

talked more than the teacher").

Hartley and Hogan (1972) focused on student-centered outcomes as
opposed to the process of education. Two instruments were used for
evaluation of courses, a traditional, teacher-centered instrument and
a séale of 26 items focusing on student ratings of development during
the/span of the course. A factor analysis resulted in two scales. One
composed of factors by items in the teacher-centered instrument, one
defined by 1tems on the student-centered scale. Hartley and Hogan con-
cluded that most current course evaluation forms restrict course eval-
uation to traditional conceptions of teacher performance. They also
conclude that students do think different courses have different effects
on their growth and development and that this shonld be considered in an
course evaluation.

In the present study, a literature review pertaining to the psy-
chology of student-centered education was conducted to aid the identi-
fication of important theoretical aspects of student-centered courses.

Five aimensions including power (French & Raven, 1959), classroom

envikornent (Schmuck & Schmuck, 1971), personal meaningfulness (Ausubel

& Robinson, 1969), self-evaluation and responsibility °for learning



(Rogers, 1969), and commitment (Koch, 1956) were identified to be
critical, psychologically-oriented aspects of student~-centered in-
struction.

Item Development

Items were constructed for each of the five dimensions suggested
by theoretical «concerns., The dimension of power was viewed in terms of
the bases of influence developed by French and Raven (1959)
and authority by Arieti (1973). Power for French and Raven 1is seen
in terms of influence, and influence in terms of psychological change.
From this consideration of influence, they arrive at five elements
which comprise power. '

Reward power is essentially the student's perception that the
teacher can mediate rewards for him. In constructing this item, it
was assumed that the acquisition of a "good" grade in the course
would be d4n obvious reward, more so than sonzthing like praise. There-
fore, it was assumed that the item "I felt that if I agreed with the
instructor, it would help my grade" would provide for an indicator
of reward power.

- Coercive power is based on the student's perception that the
teacher can mediate punishment for him. It was assumed that the
acquisition of a bad grade would most obviously define the student's
percebtion of coercive power, hence, this element was operationally
defined by the item "I felt that if I disagreed with the instructor,
it would hurt my grade."

Legitimate power is founded on the student's perception that the
teacher has a legitimate right to prescribe behavior for him. Legiti-

mate power is inherent in the classrocm system in that the teacher has




been hired by the college because of his appropriate credentials. This
element was operationally defined by the item, "1 feel that the in-
structor has a right to his/her professional status and position."

Referent power is founded on the student's identification with
the teacher. The item "I identified with and/or felt close to the
instructor" operationally defines this element.

Expert power is based on the student's perception that the teacher
has some special knowledge or expertness. Two items were selected to
define this element. The actual presence of some special knowledge or
expertness was looked at with the item "I believe that the instructor
knows his/her subject well." A second component of expert power was
viewed in terms of Arieti‘s (1973) ccnception of the authoritative use
of authority. Arieti contends that an authoritative authority relays
information and permits the recipient of that information to make their
personal decisions on how to view that.information free of coercion.
Using Arieti's perspective, the item. "The instructor presented infor-
mation and left it up to me to decide whether or not it was valid"
was written. /

Research has tended to support the assumption that teachers per-
ceived to be operating on powers other than that of coercion would
tend to have more student-~centered courses. (Schmuck and Schmuck,
1971) . The use of coercion would tend to move the course in a
dir~ction of authoritarian control which would negate the possibilities
for student-centered activities.

Characteristics of a positive classroom environment suggested
by Schmuck and Schmuck (1971) served as the rationale for constructing

items on the second dimension. A positive classroom climate, according
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to Schmuck and Schmuck, is one where students are viewed as influencing
the teacher as well as one another; where stulents are supportive of
each other while striving to maximize individual differences; where
communication is relatively open and featured by dialogue and where
there is high attraction between group members and high attraction for
the group as a whole. Additionally such an environment finds the
students reflecting upon the development of the group as an object of
study in itself.

From Schmuck and Schmuck's description of a positive classroom
environment, the following items were developed to represent the desired
climate of the studené-centered classroom. Student agreement with them
would then point the claés in the direction of student-centered.

"I was influenced by other students.”

"I influenced other students."”

"The students could influence the teacher.”

"The students sensed a high level of belonging to the group as

a whole, as well as an attraction between classmates."

"students were viewed as individuals by other students and the

instructor."

"Communication was an open and ongoing dialogue."

"The processes of working and developing together as a group were

considered relevant in themselves for %tudy."

"The students were generally supporti@e in working with each other.”

Additionally an item regarding the presence of humor in the class~-
room was added under the assumption that healthy humor is a part of the
positive classroom environment. Freud (1916) pointed to the tension-

reducing aspect of humor in situations where status-role differences




appear (i.e. teacher-student). "A healthy sense of humor pervaded the
clqg§ggpm atmosphere" defined this aspect.

The third dimension of personal meaningfulness was emphasized by
ausubel and Robinson (1969) who distinguish between logiéally and per-
sonally meaningful learning. The importance of personally meaningful
learning ié that it finds anchorage in previously learned materials and
experiences. The student incorporates new information from his personal,
present frame of reference. Student-centered teaching is assumed to be
directed toward personally meaningful learning in that the learner
chooses personally relevant information to study and items were con-
structed to.measure the degree of personal meaningfulness;

"This course was personally meaningful to me."

I found myself thinking about the problems raised by this course."

"The material this course was centLred around was personally

meaningful to me." o

"I feel that I have grown ersonaﬁly in the course."

The theoretical rationale underlying %hese four items is that if
students are permitted to deal with personally meaningful problems and
materials, they will find the course to be personally meaningful to them
and that they will have a sense of personal growth in the course.

Student seli-evaluation and personal responsibility for learning
as discussed by Rogers (1969) are considered as crucial elements for a
student-centered course. When responsibility for learning and evalua-
tion reside with the teacher the course tends to become teacher-centered.
The following items were included to evaluate whether students perceived
themselves as responsible for their own learning and self~evaluation.

(self-evaluation) "I was able to achieve the goals I set up

for myself."



(self-evaluation) "I set up my own criteria for evaluating

my learning.”

{(responsibility) "I/set up my goals in this course.”

(responsibility) "I felt personally responsible for my own

learning."

The fifth dimension considered important for a student-centered
course is the student's commitment or personal involvement in the course.
This dimension might be described as akin to Koch's (1956) description
of State B in which he says "you do not merely 'work at' or 'on' the
task; you are the task or vice versa" (p.62). The assumption was made
that if the course was student-centered, students would become deeply
linvolved in their work to the point o% seeking additional information
beyond the time limits of the course due to the personal meaningfulness
of their involvements. The items "I will continue my studies in this

area" and "There were times when this course became a part of me" re-

present this dimension.

Method

Sample

The 25 item student-centered course evaluation instrument
(Appendix I) was administered to 321 graduate and undergraduate students
y attending 17 courses (4 undergraduate, 13 graduate) during the spring
and summer sessions of 1974. Fifteen courses were in the College of
Education, while two courses were in the Foreign Languages Department.

Administration

Individual instructors administered the form during the last week

of classes in the spring and cummer sessions of 1974. Students were
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instructed to mark a response to each item next to the appropriate
number on an attached answer sheet. Students were asked to either
strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree to each of the

re

questions.

Results and Discussion

'

Reliability was initially evaluated for stability and internal
consistency. Test-retest reliab@lity was computed for a sample of 48 g
students over a 12 day period yielding a coefficient of .86 (Bell, 1975).
For a sample of 321 students the internal consistency reliability was
.88, While high iﬁternal consistency appears to contradict the presence
of five factors, th? consistency may be attributed to a general factor
which is measured by the instrument. These results demonstrate that a
high proportion of the total variance is reliable variance.

An alpha factor analysis using a varimax rotation was computed to
test the existence of the hypothesized factors. Five factors, as hy-
nothesized, were extracted and accounted for 40% of the total variance.

Table 1 shows the five factors along with the items defining each.
Each variable (item) is presented with its respective factor loading.

Loadings of .40 and above were reported.

\
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Table 1

Table 1. Item Number, Factor Loading, and an Abbreviated Descr. tion
of Items (Variables) Defining Five Factors of Student
Responses to Courses.

Factor Item No. Load Description

I 6 .74 Course person. . Meaningful
7 .64 I think about course problems
11 .63 Material personally meaningful to me
1% .63 __ I have grown personally
24 .58 Course a part of me
17 .49 Will continue studies in area
25 .42 I can decide information valid
11 23 .59 Sense of humor
14 .57 High level of belonging
3 .53 Identified with instructor
1 .51 Communication open dialogue
5 .50 Stulents viewed as individuals
4 .49 Instructor right to status
20 .44 Process of working/developing as group
2 .41 Able to achieve my own goals
11X 12 .62 Influenced by students
10 .50 Influenced students
13 .49 Students influence teacher
v 18 .66 My own evaluation criteria
16 .64 Set own goals
\Y) 9 .75 Disagree with instructor
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Factor I can be defined as personal meaningfulness. Items with
the highest correlaffbn'on Factor I are concerned with student's per-
sonal growth and the meaningfulness of course content. The factor com-
bines the items that were originally the dimensions of personal meaning-

s, commitment and the authoritative component of the expert power
element of the power dimension. This suggests that personal meaning-
fulness, in this larger sense, refers to both in-depth involvement
during the span of the course as well as a continuing involvement whiéh
transcends the limits of the course. Additionally, the items on expert
power may indicate that when students are given permission to make
personal meaning of information through their validation of information,
the information then becomes personallf meaningful.

Fantor II appears to most closely represent the dimension identified
as classroom environment. A positive classroom environment appears to
be dependent upon the interaction of the teacher, the group, and the
individual. This factor seems to describe how a group functions as
well as the students'feeling that they are viewed as individuals. It
seems consist.ant that in such an environment the facilitator is seen
to possess both referent and legitimate power.

Factor III can be labeled as the diffusion of power. This factor
may indicate the degree to which power centered on the teacher or was
diffused among class members. All items in this factor were derived
from the dimension referred to as classroom environment.

Factor IV may be designated as self-evaluation and responsibility
for learning. Two of the four items constructed to measure this di-
mension loaced on this factor. The items represented personal respon-

sibility both for self-evaluation and goal setting. The fact that

o
yomt
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these two items loaded together gives some support to this dimension.

Factor V may be called coercive power. The coercive power element
of the power dimension as measured by one item was the only item to
load on the fifth factor. This represents the student's perception that
the instructor can mediate punishment for him.

The research represents a beginning attempt to move from theoreti-
cal considerations perceived to be prominent in the evaluation of student-
centered courses to the construction of a student-centered course evalua-
tion form for practical use. Overall, the factor analysis tends to lend
support to the construct validity of the student-centered evaluation
instrument. The originally hypothesized factors were apparent as the
items tended to load and group on expected factors, in particular the
dimension of personal meaningfulness. Additional items need to be
written so as to refine the theoretical dimensions under consideration,
specifically in the case of four items which failed to load on any of
the five factors. Also, new dimensions need to be uncovered, such as
hypothesizing that more than one distinct dimension exists for the class-
room climate and the power dimensions. The initial results do provide
the encouragement necessary to expend additional time and energy to
achieve the desired goal of perfecting an evaluation instrument suitable
for student-centered courses.

The further development of this instrument represents a move in
the direction of expanding teaching accountability to include students
as active developing learners whose personal growth is effected by their
course experiences. Hopefully, the instrument will eventually offer a
reliable and valid alternative method cf evalua‘ion for teachers with

non-traditional student-centered course obhjectives.



REFERENCES

Ausubel, D., and Robinson, R. School learning. New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1969.

Bell, J.A. The internal consistency, stability and intercorrelation
of three course evaluation instruments. Paper presented at
NCME, 1975.

Costin, F. Empirical test of the "teacher~centered" versus "student-
centered" dichotomy. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1971,
62, 410-412. ‘

Foster, D.R., and Alderman, M.K. Student-centered course evaluation
form. College Student Journal, 1974, 8, 55-57.

Freach, J.R.P., and Raven, B. The bases of social power. In D.
Cartwright (Ed.), Studies in Social Power. Ann Arbor, Mich.:
Institute for Social Research, 1959.

Freud, S. Wit and its relation to the unconscious. In A.A. Brill
(Ed.), The Basic Writings of Sigrmund Freud. New Yorl.: Random
House, 1938.

Hartley, E.L., and Hogan, T.P. Some additional ractors in student
evaluation of courses. American Educational Research Journal,
1972, 9, 241-250.

Koch, S. Behavior as "intrinsically" regulated: work notes towards
a pre-theory of phenomena called "motivational." In M.R. Jones
(Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1956.

Rogers, C. R. Freedom to Learn. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill
Publishing Companv, 1969.

Schmuck, R. F., and Schmuck, P.A. Group processes in the classroom.
Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown Company, 1971.



