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ABSTRACT , S

[y
‘

, This project studied one variable which affects students'
b . ’ . "
responses to teacher behavior. That variable which seemingly-has
Ej . / L.
*

‘not been intensively:studied answered thé question "Do students'

expectations of the teaching-learning sitdation.or Sstudent perceptionwﬂﬂ

of teaching have any effect upon their réSponses?" : o AR

. o Selectgj/statements'that reflected the students’“perceptions Q_:

of the learning-teacher situation were used to see if diffexences in. '

. e 4

orientation or perceptions differ in student evaluation of teacher:

behavior.

.

differences in student evaluation does

»

not differ significantly fs.;_{:rg' |
that which could be'attributed to mere ‘

chance fluctuations within
» .o .
our't¢ta1 population. A review of the ‘

-

validity, and other aspects of student evaluation is preseﬁted.‘;;g_

- >

"

research finding on reliability

&

[

Findings show that students' perception as associated wi?h{‘
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INTRODUCTION  ~- o P 9

3 v
. - B . . - .
o . B <3

Today in a time of course relevance, legislative accountability,

and faculty retrenchment, the students are demanding a.greater partici-'f

A o patory placeifor themselves. The Zeltgeist is perhaps helping- formulate

such student'neéd'forfaA"say so" in. shaplng the college future, and at

- Miami- Dade Community Coliege the voice. of the utudent is belng heard

The s tudent government has a p1ace in the faculty senate, there is a
\;\ ’student representatlve on the Board of Truvtees and now the students,i
as in many colleges, W1sh,to havevthelrvopiniona fe;t'in«the.area.of
Py - v ; faculty.behavior in the classroomi; | | | |
Wl 7 | ' The‘Director of Natural Sciences, and the.nev-Director'of’hrte
.and Sciences, have been directed to address their’bivision to:a>:tudy of

- .

teacher behavior in the classroom. ‘A larger explanation.of the.idea.iax
- needed. What thevnew director'mishe; or f0j7é;es‘is a'feedback syatem._

from students for teachera Beeking to improve_learning by etudent to |

teacher behavior feedback and course feedback for improving the courset

To fulfill that d1rective, a committee con31sting of the Cha1r~

=~ o, person for Phy31cs, two other professors, and myself have been charged
to" 1nstigate a study of student evaluation of teacher behavipr in the

classroom as a vehicle to 1mprove 1earn1ng. Thls will be the flrst

step in succeeding steps to develop a system oF student feedback on -

- .- teacher behavior and ‘course evaluatlon. : ' ' o A
' l‘,. ) . '.". » V
The discussion at the first meeting entered into many aspects of

feedback systems of student eviluation of teacher behavior. As a result

a R L L3

of ;the initial meeting, my assignment is to investigate -the common

’
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. ucriticisns of stgdent evaluation of'teacher,behavior'as found in the

\\ ‘ ’ ) 1iterature or research.

LS
r -

In association with the Work on this committee, it 'is  my., fee11ng

s v L4

that in the..vast research concerning the variableu which affects gstudent

. . - . *
.,
Ft ] *

responses to teacher behavior, ﬁhere seems to be one- element which: has

KY

not'been intensively studied.

) H
oy . . ’ .
el

jé , . upon their reSponseé? The specific purpose of my practicum will be to

7 o .

R . investigate this varrable and to report my -results to the committee.

o <«

- This gtudy of student perceptioﬁ of teaching and the. review of the

o _ practicum. : : : . e
! , :
,

- This practicum hcs additional college-wi@e significance‘os'it.is

- i“ 3 ) - ' ) . . ’, .‘ - -
" the first developing step in a program to improve learning through

/ student- o-teacher feédback of teachef behavior and the courses. .

8 ' B o !

iz learning situation or student perception of teaching have any3éffectA"

11terature‘wi11 constitute my complete ‘report to the committee drid my g

Do students expectations of the‘teachingé'-'

°

g

T P v T
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AN

- " BACK GROUND AND SIGNFICANCE
et A

Teaching.competence is not ea911y documented The teacher is one
¢of‘;hé/few professionglf whose work is seldom observed. by hlS peers.

His teaching ab111ty is often based flore on hearsay\than .on. subst:ntyzt’-t
inal

evidence. For this reason, promotion commlttees frequently make

I

tenure decisionsvw1thout seriously considering information about teachimgcmm.
A3-,To counter thie tendency, the Organizational Revuew Steering Committee
at Miami-Dade Community €College recommended. to the Vice-President at
the North Campus a system of student;rnstructional ratings and as‘
vprevf&usly stated Division directors haVe formed committees to study
"this idea. Unfortunately, the literature thch will be presented

I3

ﬁevealr that -the faculty have very 11tt1e more credib11ity;w1th student

° i'“‘:ﬁ »-\ v
. evaluation than the. hégisay system. ' o
‘ A s P -
'Common CriticiSm ;, IR : _ o n ’

-

T . . .
Elbe (1974) ﬁn'his year study of "The Recognition and Evaluation

B 'of Teaching" gathered criticisms from an Advisory Board consisting of

S -;eleven members from different univ?r31t1es. Their Opinions formed from

.. .

¥ .
the}r research is summ zed -below. e ’ v' : ’ R
1. - Student evaluatiow does little general good and .
~ some particular harm. Taculty anxieties on this i
N : point are not precisely clear, for the same critics
) who are most dubious about general impact are often
very sensitive to the particular harms student '
ratings can inflict. ‘. Probably evaluation has
impact, good and bad, in relation to the degree .
it moves away from the strictly private and =~ ., .
personal. The effects of published evaluation . '
' are not so different from the effects of publish-
ing books, speaking out in pub11c, committing
‘woneself in any way b%yond the conf1nes of one's
¢ ‘.. OWR study

v
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: b) 4 _
. 12, 8tudent evaluatlon may arouse an unhealthy compe- S
tltzon among faculty members.rv . o

3. Evyaluation systems nove toward harmful formallza~
" ‘tionm, mechanizatlon, rigidity. -

o
- . ’

4. Student opinion questipnnaires furniéh inadequate or .
misleading information about teachers and teaching.

5. The efféct of student evaluation is a short term one
* 7 connected with .the novelty of the procedure.
‘ 7!’}\
6. Students by themselves will not be able to sustain T
a high level of-evaluation procedures over a -
period of tlme.

’ ) . .
r . o

Klierman (1975) lists eleven most provocatryé items which reflect
faculty a;titudeé. The most notaBle are summarized,below:'

- : 1. -Student evaluations :ﬁg/used_whgn they support o ‘
\ the.pripr affirmative”or negative decision of |
' ' the college .comittee or administration:
- 2. All students and faculty interviewed by Dr. Irene
R. Kierman indicated that begifnning students cannot
\ ‘usually judge breadth or depth of a teacher's 3
o knowledge of his subject. Yet, despite this,
student .evaluation forms ask this question.

o

3. In evaluation, what percentage of students should
) be discounted to compensate for those students
' who are hostile toward teachers in gengral?

“~ 4. Are we not allowing students to make unsubstan- s+ . o
tiated and anonymﬁus charges via un31gned student
evaluation? , ° \

S 5. How does subject matter which a'teacher must -

handle affect the evaluation he receives?

6. How can.we account for racial, ethnic, and sex
bias of students in evaluating teachers?
e , A P

7. How valid are ourestudent evaludtions? . . -




. . . B . . .
. . \ - ' 4 . .
S . . . . [y LT . - T
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Ten of Kierman ‘s questions deal with ulitical sociological, “and. -
psychological aspects of student evaluation currently in use. The last

question concerns a legal matter, one of using invalidatedztests'which

H

may have mhe effect of discriminaxing against women and minority group

¢
s v

members in mattenaof employment. ASSuming that student evaluation L
‘forms in use have not been-validated, theyﬂgo not comply wich Equal

Opportunity Commission regulationss (Higheﬁ Education Guidelines,

Gfﬁ;ecutive Order 11246, Page J6) :.'_; T ‘ .
A ‘- . . l X } . . . ) . ‘
Regearch Findings N K C 5 . ;
. - he primary justification for the heavy reliance on student ratings'

v

uses. the argument that the student, as the primary consumer of the

. . : 'teaching product, is the best positioned peraon to evaluate its worth.

. l

.. o ‘ Rodén (1973) studies produced a -.75 correlation’between the student 5 -
eva1uation and how much the student 1earned froﬁ the teacher \
-
_:,Frey (1973) had'some doubt'about the significance of this negative

- , '_cofrelation because it involved teaching assistants; However, Frey's
(1973) dubious attitude toward Roden was strengthened,by-a fesearch

-
-

. ,“ ‘report by. Arthur Su11ivan at the Memorial Ugiver51ty of Newfoundland ° . o

e L N s N

Sullivan involved ten courses &f thirty students each, all classe§

s : . : ' . : Co R
- meeting at the same'time. JIn each'classostudents{used a common syllabus, .

€ q : . N . -
a common text, and -took gldgnmon finalo exam. All exams were scored by
a special committee. The redults indicated a positive relationship

-4 . *

(r = .3 to a mean r = .39 for the ten claiziﬁjkgetween student’ ratings

»

of teachers and extefnal c:iteriadof teaching performance.

» . '
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Some years ago, Cohen and Brawer- (1969) 1ns1sted that student’

. - o »
N N . o -

galns toward achlevement of specific objectives of a course dre the
u1t1mate" cr1ter1a for evaluatlng effect1ve faculty performance.

ot ~ ’ M
Cronback and Furly (1970) encounter Wlth measuring students gains as

».
ot

x

< f~ an 1ndex of "good teaching" is fraugﬁt with pract1cal and technlcal
o difflcultles.v e f'A "

-
[}

. Two studies were completed at Purdue, Un1vers1ty compar1ng the
M M o

amount learned from chemlstry 1nstr¥ct¢48 with student ratings of the
]

oo T ~

e 1nstructors. The materlal covered and the grﬁding procedure were more .

s o% 1ess standardized ‘An effort was made- to correct for the effect of

: o dlfference«between classes in initial ablllty. In both of these E 'j ’

. - . . e Vig s
. >

studles, a low pos1t1ve correlatlon was obta1ned between how a class
R b '
. rated the instructor and How much material they had learned (about +. 24)

» oy ¢

Roden (1973) 1n ‘his articles, concluded that “1f how much students‘

@
'

©

,;{~,V 1earn 1Sucons1dered to be a maJor component of good teaching, it must EE

—

be concluded that good teachlng is not validly measured by student

iy

= evaluation in their current form." - "4, - ““" '_‘_v: .

.- N ) E Y B k)
. . . w,

’»Effectivenessﬁofgﬁtudeht Feedback; Centra (1972) undertook a study in

£

.

"1971; 72 with five‘dlfferent type colleges io test 1f feedback to teachersykr*‘

S from student eValuation Would 1mprove teachnng. ThlS very extenslve

. research d1v1ded teachers into three testing groups. of feedback no
i,m . ;35 “# feeﬂback and a. control group. The results proved no signlflcant
changes among them. Included in the -student ratlngs were 1tems that B

- on kS

facdltyamembers in an earller study. had 1dent1f1ed as 1nformatlon they

. . . : - . . . L e .
. . EEVEN EN . - T ’ @ . /
- ’ e T e - . . . . ks . . _ .




théy would like to obtain from students (Cenéra 1972 oF Thé;surpfising“

results were that neafhe all three groups wére nearly identicai in their
o ‘ . .

scores,-an indication that the group of instructors who received student.
. 3

L

: £ e : . ) N ' P i
feedback did not noticeably modiff\their teaching practices. . However,

aftey the research was extended, the time factor did pyoduce a change;

-

but individual_qounseling also helped. 'Centfa'commented;"The chaﬁgeé‘

s A

were by no means overwhelming, but it does support’thé utility of

.

sﬁudént.rasings_for‘inStructional improvement " waevér, the evidence

. - . ' iy - .
is very meager and not of a magnitude to encourage using student eval-

-
. -

uation unless an extensive counseling system or what some may label =

Lo

x - ~"watch.dog system" is utilized télpfomote impr&vemqnt. -Eble (1971)

\\ ©  suggests making the ratjngs public and this wbuld bring Beﬁtgr results.
g \ ' ) S 0"

- . Teacher Characteristics. Brawer (1968) reviewed studies of the personality

characteristics of college and Uniﬁersity faculty and found that the’
-~ studies were "few and inconclusive." Cohen and Brawer (1969), studying

v

the characteristics that a successful teacherdwould poésess; discovered

that the teacher's Ehafécteristics are highly diverse. . Researéh fin&iﬁés

to date have not been especially fruitful. -

Reliability. Frey (1973) demonstrated that students can agree about 0
the éprehgth and weaknesses of different teachers. Costin, Greenough

and Menges (1971) agfee that students capffate classroom instruction
with a degree of reliability. This conelﬁsion‘Was reached after

.o s . * .,
. . extensive review &f the findings concerning reliability. It must be -

- : —.
-
.

P . . ' P . - ;{" R
dtated that these studies were at a correlation of .2 to .3 in many areas-.

N . . . . - . . @

.. : . - . , -
@’ ) v
f L . X . . .




Validitz. Even though students are the only people who obsefgé,a

" teacher's course daily, many faculty seriously question-the validity

."of students' instructional ratings.‘ Somte faculty'claim to teach philb-

- sophicai values or to inculcaﬁé a_spécial attitude toward learning
fagper'thén1simp1y help students to ;astér the subject matter. Thede
. goals are diff%éult to measure and, thereforé, it is difficult to
determine whetﬁerhteachers who successfullyf a complish’thegé goals

.

are also the ones who are rated highly by their studepté{ (;:\j-'

Many researches can be 1isted which might culminate into validity
v . . . . c E . P - ° - : PO
. \\of student rating under some criteria headings such as: L e
e N ° e ' ’ . Lo .
B

v : . -

- ‘ . 1. ‘Consumer- Satisfaction and Course Objectives. McKeachie (1969 )
. . - N X . 8

Y A ~found that students who performed particularly well on

TT\\ : - fhe test rated their teachers as "moré effective” than

'ldid;students who performed ‘fore p00r1y on the test.

McKeachie, Lin and Mann (1§71 ) reportéd similar findings
! C . -t v L B
‘and students who rated teachers high on "rapport" (i.e.,

fwarmth) tended to be effective oﬁ measures of students'

© Meritical thiﬁking," Lathrop and;Richmond‘(1967),£ound
positive correlation between high raéings and the extent
, tofwhféh students thought they had achievedkcou;§e . T § V

-

objectives.

2. Studehts' CriCefia of EffectiVe Teaching. Crawford.and.

= o -\Bradshaw (1968) asked students to deseribe the most' effective.

acher they had ever had. 'The most frequent characteristics




'.were- (a) knowledge of'subJect (b) plqnned and organlzed
lecture (c) interest in teaching (d) warmth toward studentsv
L7 ’v‘ f French {1957) had a similar. test as- dld Elliott (1950), Mann
; @ (1950), and McKeachie (1969b) : N

Another point of\interest is to relate'students' ratingsvto
- . : the degree of teachers'-egperiences or training. rWalker
| ) (1969).found that studentg' ratings tended.tb improve :

: : ’

A with the experience‘of the faculty member. A fulls.

';._ . _ i professor tended also to receive h1gher student ratmng
than did other ranks (DoWnie 1952), eSpecially_on certain,

s items as sense of humor, presentation, and interest.
3 me as, rese .

1 . .
¢ : . . . v

- . Sex, Major and other Variables. Costein (1°71) 1mplies to us that

- L,n»

Sex does enter into student evaluatlon.

Y o ‘ 1. In four of thelflve studies teachers¥rated:highﬁon—~r~w~ e
C ‘ - "8kill" tended to he effective with women students.

- s 2. " In all five stydies® teachers rated high in "Structure"
tended to be more effective with women thah with men.
In fact, on the whole, the more structured instructors
tend to be 1neffect1ve for male students '

v

3. - Teéachers who were h1gh in "Rapport" ("warmth") tended
. o : . to be effective on measutes of student thlnking

, , 4, ¢ Teachers whom . students rated as hav1ng an 1mpact on
.. ‘ ‘ ' bellefs were effective in changing att1tudes

_3' . MaJors in psychology were found to rate courses and instructors
about the same as non-majorS‘ However, students reqdlred to take a

L psychology course tended to- rdte it lower than -did students who selected

R ' .course (Cohen and Humphreys 1960) Other 1nvestigators found (Gage 1961

Lovell and Haner 1955) that teachers of redulred courses

o
. . . . .
. . A
o - . ‘ .
R




s .,‘,

: J L ' A oL
‘received significantry lower student .ratings than did teachers of

.

elective courses., ‘ S s e
o Non;rroponents of students' ratlngs frequently suggest that
LY ~ . ® i
teachers of large classes may recelve 1ower ratlngs\because students

j ' prefer mére interaction whlch_pccurs in smaller_clagses. The list of

. o . 1 o . )
investigato s ‘that support this is extremely long. The most recent

1nvest1gat1\n of thls belief is MnDanlel and 'eldhusen, 1970. :4 ///<

KMAnoth'r argument about the va11d1ty of student ratlng is that

. to tl

< .
r students may. Judge 1nstruﬁtlon on the basis of,lts popularity o

: value._ G‘th}'e (1954) concluded that "Popularlty" d a teacher nﬂy

fv

Airatlngs may reflectsboth. . - o iﬁ'., s

-~ .. ... .Student Per eptlon and Value Systems. In the concludlng dlscuss1on of

« a researc& Qy McKeachle, Lin, and Mann (1971), the fbllow1ng propos1tion
_ was conclud‘d* ,"' : B i
‘30 student ratings have some usefulness. Why aren't-

they better? Our best guess is that the major slippage
in our va11d1ty studies is in the differing goals of
teachers and students. Students come to a class with
many different persbnal objectives for that class. Some
.of these objectives may coincide with those of the
instructor, but the overlap between instructor and:
. " student goals or between the goals of differing students
‘ Co is certainly far from perfect. The extent to. which
K our tests measure achievement of these goals is “also
- limited. Thus, even if each student's rating of the
.. instructor's effectiveness in helping that student
. ‘achieye. h1s own goals were perfectly valid, we would
) : flnd/%ow validlty coefflclents in studies: ‘such as this




.

S

) Prey (1974) had this to say: o . NG
_ . ' Thirdly, I believe that it is important ‘to take into
NN o account the fact that student's perceptions are a product
e _ of their own personalities as well as of the teacher's
© , behavior. Thus the impression that a teacher creates
o o depends not only on hig own behavior but also on the e
_ behavior and expectations of his audience. Any analysis
. . vhich assumes that teacher ratings are independent of
v .their 'source will be woefully 1nadequate.
: ' W~ !
. IR Evaluation for each 1ndiVidua1 be he student, faculty,
/ or administrato:,.conSists of taking what the teacher
' said.and did and considering these factors in terms-of
one's own value system and educational philosophy. .
Certainly, one student may ‘value one'aspect of ‘the
. ‘ © course more, than a.second student- would. ' ‘These con- : .
R : siderations imply’ that any overall rating that a student .
RN ' mgkes will reflect two different types of factors; _the -
. - events which the student observed during the course and
 ‘ his evaluation of these events within his own value T
- o « g system. i . ’ ' o

\.

T Frey (1974) usiné the’termi"in his own value syStem‘ is getting
| B » < V

o ' very close to my agreement~w1th Epperson s (1974) orientations or
expectations koward the teaching-learning situation, McKeachie?s - :
goals of the students" is more looselx 1nterpreted as perceptions,

. - but goals are effected by our <;1ue system and goais, value -

. . . R Tt

systems and»perceptions are all interre}ated.in the total complex
P ‘being. : - e _ _ - .

) o - -,
Frey and McKeachie are relating .to my research that student

L.

X~ perception, which is part of the student's value system, may have ' '
) - & . P

%

o

+. - effects on the responses to student evaluation. Frey, in his

-

-xJ »:(,

discussion, suggested that students can provide teacher evaluation' .
by constructing tne proper questions. A rating form can be con-’\;w

structed with a)proﬁ&iate questions that are uncontaminated by - students
. ; .

ERIC . -

i o R ‘ & N T , -
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value syéteh._.Frey is presently developing such a form.
. .. - < o

a o . ¢'

.
.- L}

» . . f‘

Committee Report. “Because of sickness of committee members the ‘Final

»

report was not completed. "This resulted in myself being-sélected to’
’ 4 v‘. v - .‘ ‘ - ) ;

summarize what materials the members had in, their possession. The ¢

summary is in Appendix A, o . o ' . R

PROCEDURE ’ -

. ]

P ) .
R . . N . . .
s David C. Epperson in his article, "A353331ng.A1§grAat1ve Teaching-

Learning Alliances" in L. J. Stiles, Ed., Theories of Teaching, (New

 tprk: Dodd, Mead and Co., 1974) Ch. 5., Guggests students may have at o

."l’

least eight orjentatibns ox expectations toward the teaching<learning

®

o

'situaxiqn. He listed these as:

’. L]

4 A Y

1. Dogmatié - . The teacher is an authority in hi$~fie1dv

, % and teaches the course with little room
, for differences of opinion.
2. Erotic - The teacher's role is to develop a climate

in which the.student may.express his

inner feelings and clarify them to himself.

" 3. , Moral - The teacher's major role is to point out
. He J B

. '  the gap between what ought to be done in-
- today's society about social problems and

what is being done about 'them. 'Hopefuliy,

the student, will be motivated to actively
e N ‘ - ’ \ '.' ’

!hrtioipate in the;problem-solving activities.




. ' - ! 13,
4. Therapeotic‘~ T The t¢acher s rofe is to help the student
’ : ' . resolve the c nﬁl‘cts in soc1ety, such as‘ J
, Justice vsS. 1 Just ce; equallty VS. |
. inequality. |7 '
i 5. = Intellectual % The course tacﬁees t ugh,'complex ihtell— _ T
’ < hd ectuel problems.‘ ) E | ..
- ) T 6. ; Existential ~ - - :' The student is h%pplest in courses in
S o u‘ . wh1ch he finds direction and purpose for
O c ' ' ' - his’ life. , a
) 7. - Humanistic - o .ClaSSes’in’Which the stodent’s uniqueness.
. o . - and individ.ualit};"are highlighted are
‘ . A .
. tf / -most ‘helpfull | ST L .
. 8. Pragmatic ~ . : E Those courses in which'practice%, saleable
"{;f‘} _ R : skills:are developed are ‘most ehquable‘
] . . to the studehts.. - ; '
v Epperspn s descrlftlon of these perceptions were worded into | - «
% . statéments for Qhe student. to rank on a Likert scale which accurately _ :
reflects his concept of what teachldg and learning roles mean . T _ fj-;‘
The developed ingtrument that was used in this practicum is‘ln h,%”
.WS : Appgndix B attached. The statements for Epperson s descr1pt19ns were :
developed and reviewed by an expertlse group.' Threelstatements for
) L e . S
’ each ofathe Eppersén descriptions were‘developed.c Then my expertise "

[ . . . ’ U
group of.foor facplty“me@bers selected that statemEht which they n;“tf
sidered to best fit the description.; The expertlse group‘cpnsist d - ]

~ % The reader must read the directions. given to the Student.:‘The tudent .
- only selected one best teaching perceptlon with the rank of "strongly agree "
5 - 3 \ : [
g . ? %-"jt . i | : ..._ :!(). , _ | | i :ff‘é;‘




v . ' . - : . o . . ) ; - xS / -4
i -of one English teacher, onme from testing, ome from physjics, and one % i
'fqu the. faculty development division. ?ﬁggestedvfebisions«were reviewgd E
Tw . rd N
. 4 ﬂ T
and the selected statements were finalized._ My sélected.statements

bl -

Y

Vshus reflect the descriptions of Epperson as Judged by my gxpertise _ o o

v
. .

. !
. \?hgzg These eight orientations or expectations toward the 1earn1ng* )

3 ' -
teacher éituation will be evaluated te see if’differeﬁces in orentiation

. .-
’

e or expectations are associated with differences in student evaluation
of teacher behavior. - _ - . S

. - .
. . ' 1 .

’ . v

-
K  The evaluation form will be composed of three parts: )
' : s 'Paj? I. o Perception éf'Ieaching.Statements

R Part IT: Teacher Behavigr Evaluation
- < . - - Q:’ -

Part III:= ~ .Cohtrol'Data -

- . ] Part I was prepared by me and reviewed By a board of expertise

composed of four faculty members. Part II was coordinatéd with Organ-~
. A ) . - . . E - ." . . Q‘
ization Review Steering Connd&peé-and the Reésearol® and Testing,Depart~

ment. The ORSC had introduoed student evaluation as a discussion subjeotO'  J
at a regent workshop for Some fifty faoulty members . From that;workshop '
‘r‘ .- % [ .

was developed a pilot evaluation form. After somz¢;eview and discussion

7 ’ with_ Dr John Los§k MDGC ank Dr. Johh Alteman pf TIU my deci31on was -

-

to use the Shsudent Evaluatlon of the Teaching of MiamirDade Course th_fuf

L

‘Form deueloped ath
» . ‘ . f . . N : A M .
ment which has been used for a number of,years. fart IITI includes

additional 1nformation which ‘may be utilized for other significant -

1am1-Dade north. This evaluation form is an~1n§tru1

=resu1ts. Discussions of the: control data were also conducted with
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L]

the-above mentioned individuals and members of the committee and‘faauity.

.
-

“Correspondence has been injtiated with Inter-institutional Research -
£ . ! ‘ 4

' Council of Florida,Communitys Colleges and SIR, the Student ‘Instructional

Report, of the Educational Testing Service of New Jersey;. They have

-

nimerous studies and systems which need the’ commlttee s attentiq
’ 2 “ ~.p
’ / . . '
Pogulation. The population.to'which the study is intended is the student

‘ \
. .- , »
body at Miami<Dade Community College (North) s Since the North Campus is

diyided into four, divisions, my 1dea was. to randomly'select some teachers

from each of the four divisions. This selection from a cross section

of four divisions wag intended to give a samplé°moré€, adequate than - ™

random selection from the tota1 faculty because randomized selectlon

-~

of teachers might result in selectldn of the entire sample from the

. b

same.division., Once the teachers had been selected they would, by

random choice of classes, admlnister the questlonnalre to the students.x
The teachers 1n the four div1s1ons were numbered for utilization

'-in an APL program. The APL terminal has a random generator which will

se1ect as many numbers randomly from a range whlch the operator sets

in the program. This range was the number of teachers in each diqisiou.

Thus, the program randomly selected two teachers from each division.

A similar system was used by the teachers to select a class, However,.

most teachers in thé summer session have only two classes, so selection .

.8

was‘simplified.

Procedure for Treating Data.
— - ’ .
the frequencies of the first eight questions,

Because of the dichotomous results in

a reclassification was

il ol ol



‘s

-

3 Py -C

Group 1
(Question 1)

o

Group 2
(Quession 2 & 7)

Group 3
(Ques€ions 3,4,5)

4.

Group 4

(Questidns 6,8) .

oM

<

»

#horitative tgacher

; . t
Student-Center teacher -
A\teacher whp sees the student's
~uniqueness apd helps him express

- “his inner_feflings. N

’ .
@

'Social Conécious Teacher -
A teacher who sees social problems
* and promotes intellectudl social
problem solving. - *

[}
»

’ - v
’ Y o " -
Career Cpunselor - Teacher =~ . , '
+ Teacher'who gives purppse toystudentds

life and teaches practical skills for
livelihood.. e :

.

r

Aftermclassifying the questioné'into groups, ftems (9) through

(32) were summated for each of the four groups.: Thét §umber'was

'Hypothesis:" : <

-3

Null Hypothesié:

D

/

_run as a_parameter measure on an analysis of variance for the group.

The four types of percepﬁions as
scatalogued in each of the groups do
have: signficantly different ratings

for the teafhers;

=y

The four typéé dé not have'sigqficgﬁfly

different ratings for the teachers. - -

[} ~ 3

The data was treated with various computer programs.: A multi-

variate‘Analyéisiof Variance distributed'by_Clydq Coﬁputing Service,

23

-

16.
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Box 166, Coconut Grove Station, Miami5 Florida, 33133, was utlllzed

’/( ' Also used was a programmon internal rellabillty computed to produce"

c.

Cronback's Coefficient a. A chi square was also .run on items (9)

*through (32). : : - |
R . . o =

JNuy
;

Limitation. The time limitation of completing this studj of course,

AN produced some difficulties. As data was being collected the frequégpcy

distribution'of the first eight questions were, not realized until v d
. . ’ B - v .

primary runs were made on the-computer. An attempt to acquire a

. ; . . : RN i

. ' :.. larger sample for better distribution was blocked due to'the semester
. ., . . . o B
B . ending. ‘The teachers; during the close of;fhe E?nal weeks of the '
S L éhmmer session, wer\‘reluctant to take the forty minutes to-complete
-the questionnalre in their classes, plus the Fact that the students -
—_— -.attitudes a$ the end of a six week se351qn are not favorableu ‘'However,

. . v

‘ the 31m11ar1t1es of the groups formed are very good and allowed for

a mmch stronger statlstlcal 1nstrument , an ana1y31s of Varlance , to

be used. (The sample was, compiled in ‘the wintet’ semester )
1Y ’. \ v K ,v "M' ‘_

v * RESULTS . - '

\, . T ’ .

R . R g
Characteristics of the Population. Question 33 to 445were Part IIT of

s ' the questionnaire.‘ These questions provided more 1nformat10n on a .
w&f . . n H

déscription of .the sample. Flfty-flve perCent of ‘the students c1a1med

‘ t
a cumulative grade p01nt average oﬁ 3 through 4, and thirty-51x percent ‘°.

'

v Y
from a 2 toa, 2.99. ‘Thirty-six percent Were earnlng an "A" in the v

B

course and seventy percent liked the SUbJeCt they were presently taklng.

-




»
L
-

A

Although school policy frowns upon.working full time and going to school - 4‘?

full time, a majority of the students do not keep this policy. Fifty-
. nine percent ofvthe.samplébwere‘taking at 1eas£ £ifteen sémeste; hours :

“ -

of classes and fiftiFeight pércent‘were~w°rking more than twenty five hours/week,i

Thirty five percent were empldyed more than thirty five hours. A more

7 "

- complete summary is given in Appendix C. ' ' ' o o

~——

Significance of Data - ﬂ

Analysis of Variance. The analysis of variance on scaled scores had one RN
== : = o P .
factor and one variable; but at four levels. Factor G as used in the

table following are the four groups.™

: 2 '
Table 1. Means and Standard Deyiations. S S .
Factor _ Number . ___°  Score
e | ,
1 o 57 g ,
: M 47.211 _
B ) 15.922 . I
o M ! . B 43-028 - o ST
* sp 15..585 ‘ :
3 . 19 : '
' M 45.211
y SD 14,497 © =~
4 36 » , ‘
Mo 50.500 -
SD ] 17-928 Yo
‘Thé analysis of variance of the four groups and the scald SCOT€s -

._generatéd gpe followiné results: . ’
Table 2. 1Ii;lalysis of Variaqée - ) s : : b
;Spufce ] Ss ___DF - MS F P less than‘
- Within cells  37730.582 144 262.018 |
e .  1062.120 3. 3542040 yt 0.260 K
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According to: the design of the above run (Edwards,” 1972 the¢pfwa1ue
at a 0.260 level was not significant. Usually this result is c0n51dered ’

too small a p value td be significant. Consequently;the ache results

do not allow us to reject our null hypothesis;fghat is,fthe‘measurable /’.

' differences which were found to occur infthehdifferEncES in perCeption»

3

- of teachlng as assoclated with differences in student evaluation of
teachers could be attrlbuted largely to mere chante fluctuatlons W1th1n
our total population‘ The actual values were: 47 211 * 15 922 Group I

43. 028 + 15 585, Group II 45.211 + 14 497 Group III and 50 500 +

.4

7

17 928 for Group IV

PR -
.
-

Internal Re11ab111tz. The internal rellability computed from ANOZQ was

r‘ ey

run on. questlons (9) through (32) for each of the groups That run

'prov1ded 909 internal re11ab11ity fOr Group I 0.934 for Group II, Lo ollv

i ,-_1905 for Group III, and 941 for Group~IV. Thus,nthe‘internalvreirability

. by grou:sswas at an acceptable levei.

e

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

'It would‘appéar onwthefhasis'of the research reviewed that an .
1nstructlona1 rat1ng system when properly developed can provade re11ab1e
'and.valld 1nformatlon about teachxng Research findings suggest that
the criteria used by students.inAtheir ratings of instructors had much.:
more to do with course.objectiveSEand consumer.satisfaction than with
entertainment value.p;Such attributes as preparedness,;clarify,aando
-stimulatinghof students"intellectual curiosithWere tﬁpicaliy mentioned-

4

g L s e
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lby students in descrlblng thelr ‘best 1nstructor. Correlation for

- ’ . i : ' . R .
) . . W . . L e

‘ i A : R
. . e 5] = ’

.~ Ry

'personallty characteristics.were not fruitful except for the repeating

' rated 1t IOWer than those for whom.it was an. elettlve- aﬁd experience

[

'However, on ‘a forced response of Just the form groups, 1itt1e difference in

characterlstic that continued to appear in the research ~- the character-_

1stic of Warmth toward students.' Other correlations of student ratlﬁgs o
- a 'y .

which wer,noted ke "maJors" tended to rate courses mhre h1gh1y than _

amﬁgors" in ‘S6me cases; students requlred to take a course sometimes
.

- 1;* - %

'and higher ranking instructors usually received h1gher ratings than d1d

) .

their 1ess ranked or exper1enced colleagues. There was a1so ‘some ev1dence i

e hat feedback 1n the form of student ratings may improve the teacHer s

performance. And 1ast but not 1east, the- value system or perceptlon
. —

of teach1ng a student has may 1nf1uence the evaluation. l

The results of this research confirms that the null hypothes1s _Jf-

.

may not be reJected 1n the popu1ation we studied here1n. That is,

students perceptlon .as aSSoclated with differences in student eva1uation

does not differ s1gn1f1cant1y from that which couid be attr1buted to. : :’;

I

,;mere chance fluctuatlons W1th1n our total populatlon&*‘Because of the .

.- r 3
*

» nearness of the end of the semester ‘the resulting” grouping may have'

@
» Iy

weakened the 1nstrument design of the selggflon of the course eXpectation."

frequency distribution would probably'have been observed'lf origlnally
written in this fashion. ThiS‘researchsindicates that further study would
. . : p . . . .

have to be'done along the lines of students' perception influencing | -

evaluation. Also, it is revealed here that students in the sample are
€ 1at: . . E ¢ in the samp

. é‘ﬁ"w' < . , . . .. o . .
oriented toward pragtical aspects of education as-indicated by thé number .

«




»
*

g whd/picked group,four; The,guthoritative teacher still is preferred:

also. SR Lot T t

_ If an eVaiuation system is to be adopted lt is recommended that a ,
'form which attempts to ellminate the . students Value system be adopted. |

Frey (1974) claims to haVe this developed. If an evaluation systen’is
to be adopted it should ‘be stressed that means or normals of different
courses be kept . for courses which are considered to be more dlfficult“
Research indicated thislis‘a preferred method. ThlS helps'to answer the
questions "Whlch teachers are most effectrve?" and "for which ob3ect1ves°"

With such additional spec1f1cation, student evaluation may prov1de useful

°;4-n . ) . . -
[ - :

evidenct of teaching effectiveness.-
"What is to be done?" This answer is discussed in Appendix A.

-‘pa§e 25.

21.




S ‘ R .« « . APPENDIXA

. SHOULD A STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING BE - k
' ADOPTED IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE? = e

My main concern is to.present rationales_that will assure faculty

that student evaluation would be an effective instrument'to adopt at

L their collegét A logical approach is to answer or discuss the'objections

7..17,1fﬂ ' ,whlch faculty have presented to me in ‘the literature and research, and
K . ) .. : . . ﬁ . .
. assoc es frbm dlfferent uniVersLtles and - present them. w1th my comments.

.u..‘ . i

1. The effectlveness of 1nstructlon cannot bé Judged uutllcyears

. ‘ : ; °

~ . : after the fact.

[}

The professor who is hated in undergraduate days yet revered in

middle life‘"gh\the,best'damn teacher I had" has.become trite. Although
P ) " . E : . v . )
more study is needed, there is evidence that evaluations of teachers

&

‘change little nith time:‘ Drucker and Remmers (1951) glve eV1dence and

more recently Centra (1974) prov1ded even greatgr proof ‘that - there 1s no .

_s1gn1f1cant d1fference in student and alumni ratlngs.

ot ‘ 2, Student evaluatlon of teachlng 1s an 1nvaslon of academlc freedom..

. N V

ﬂn R --i"_ Academic freedom, as’ 1nterpreted by most voters today, should

-not be 1nterpreted as grantlng a professor 1mmun1ty from orderly and -

A responslble_appralsal of h1s_competence_1n So~ma3or an area of his

professional'activity as téaching; The-judgement of academic performance
v O 1
by professlonal standards does not const1tute lnterference W1th free

-

';1nqu1ry and expresslon. Indeed, 1t may well be that responsible evalu-
:atlon by professlonal standards of our dewising is the only way that

we can,protect ourselVes from;more state or federal interference or

 influence. e . BV ..
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3. The‘regular use of student evaluation of teaching would

S - g constitute a'very°big change in academic procedures some
' o S V ) V ’ 7 -
colleagueSastate. L o . f
¢ ' 1 )
,This may be “true that many would view the student evaﬁiati n 8

as a big change. They have 1ived with the present system and have survived
Within.it,; Any change is seen as a threat by some of them._ Another view'
.iS»that the changes Would only help us to'do hetter what weialready are
l'trying to do -- give recognition to quality of instruction when recommending
- e promotion and merit 1ncreaSes -~ and hence, it would mot be such a big
;“53;-?313;5;change.. No sudden_big change needs to happen.- Prudence might counsel S
starting With a pilot proJect 1nvolving selected departments. | h

4. " How can we account for racial, ethnic, and sex biases of

v

students in evaluating teachers?

Py
.

This problem may become more acute if the_pivilmRights Act is
' ’ : B SR R ‘ )
~ successful in placing women and other minority group members in high .

prestige positions if they are not qualified. Many students find women

and minority groups a threat and may find it difficult to evaluate them.n
"The only scholar who- has entered into thought on this problem is A. T. Sharon

(1970)« He-feels,that in the structure of . the evaluation you_can.eliggnate

1-3‘ »
° . *

some bias. e

5, - The most recent article to ignite thought is Irenme R. Kerman's
-1 X , ) N g Y 0 o K -

o B ’"Student Evaluation'Refevaluated (1275)".

Kierman stated that-’ o
. Student evaluation of faculty falls under the -
0 . definition of "test" as defined by the American
. : _ . and Psychological Association and Equal Employ-.
- ment Opportunities Commission Guidelines concerning
. appointment, reappointments, and,promotion of faculty
members. ‘ T S

.




Y : . - . —

a—

:

teacher evaluation tests have not been»valldated

o

Kierman claims th{

especially for minorit groups. Thus she. claims they can challenge thelr

.

use. °*

-

*. . This is not true.- \ny studles as MbKeachle (1971) and Costin (1971) .

' ’have developed walld testlng procedures. The Educatlonal Testing SerV1ce

of New Jersey has developed a system called YSIR", Student Instructional
-4 ’ - ’ r ’ .

. Report.. o : .

e

' & 'Regularized ratings of teaching would constitute another

[N S ,

instance of-the dehumanizing ofgpeople by descrihing them

‘with numbers, a trend which is deplored byrstudents.

R ,'- . - Such numbers, like many others;_are not prlmary sources of
dehumanization, Numbers are merely symptoms of the estrangement that comes
W1th too many people., ‘Stamping out numbers w111 not~cure the.malady.
deplored hy students. At a'college_where ten professors teach one hundred“

students, numerical ratings of teaching are not useful, everyone carries

- . Sufficient evaluatipn in his head. But, at a large'university, it is more (v

rdehumani21ng to fa11 to recognlze and reward effectlve teaching adequately.

7. Prior ratings would prejudlce subsequent evaluations.

f[.'his is called the "halo effect." If ratings are not published,
this is not a consideratlon. Hal effect is not a serious threat. frofessorsu"
make great show of their reSearch or natlonal recognltlon to commlttees _why
‘ - not rnclude student ratings. Besldes, professors are a frequent topic of
‘ - 'conversation'among students and they are continuallyﬁbeing rated.
1 do not fancy my brlef comments have disposed of the abOVe arguments

' against student evaIUation of teachlng. Some of the objections are well

.731 .
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' taken,'and the entire'subjeet of-evaluation presents.a complex pattern of.
E 3 N '.7._ - i . P .
considerations combining white, black, gnd shades of gray. I do believe,

. N -~ . ) v ' -l . . ’\" ('

however, -that the'Weight of reasoned evidence justifies giving student

"ovaluatlon of teadhing a thorough trial.

- What is to be done? I believe it is desirable. to. (1)-establish a \\ '

i
regular use of student evaluation of teaching for the benefit of the
V . . .
instructors, students, and advancement proceQures; (2) gain the cooperation

[

of the erdtire faculty to secure the ratings and establi h the purposes,,

objectives, and uses; (5) norms be caltulated and aheounselor be esfablished

<

. to interpret the results if\requested‘; (4) student~evaluation of;teaching"
be used to supplement, but not substitute for other valid kinds of_evalua-
tion.' Similar conclueions:have been reached bxjmany~persons who haue
studied the evaluation of teaching as Kenneth'ﬁ Eble, Director of the'

Progect to Improve College Teaching, (Eble, l97#)

Numerous problems remain on mhich informed, and reasonable persons
have differing op1n10n5° How will the procedu;ee adopted give the de51red
empha31s‘:o the two.primary obJectives of: Q%) contributing indirectly to

r’the betterment of teaching by improving the edhulation af teaching, and

l(2) contr1buting directly to the betterment of’teaching by helping 1ndiv1dual

b

rinstructors to 1mproVe. Surely the academic communit} could find adequate

-uld be initiated.

\solution to these problems 50 that'a flexible program 4

This is, it could»ifvit would -~ and I am conficent tk n time it will,

- as soon as leadership appears.
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. : ; STUDENT EVALUATION OF THE TEACHING OF HIAMI-DADE COURSES

The purpose of this evaluation form 18 to furnish a basis for the continpoua
improvement of instruction. When these evaluation forms are used at the end of

~ .this term, they will not be looked at by the instructor until final grades have ‘been

~ filed. Your response is anonymous. DO NOT FILL IN YOUR NAME, After you have
completed the 44 questions, hand in your answer card and questions. Mark your
choice of answers on the card provided. "After you have read ALL of the eight
following questions, pick out the ONE stateiment which MOST ACCURATELY reflects
your concept of what teaching and learning mean, and mark the (1) STRONGLY
AGREE space on your IBM card. Use the number "1" space .ONLY ONE TIME for the
first eight statements. “Proceed to rank the remainder (7 questions) between
choices- 2" and "5". For the first eight questions use the following scale:
DO_NOT WRITE ON THIS FURM ° )

1. Strongly agree : ‘ p “

L2, Agree : '

~ 3. Not sure whether I agree or disagree

4. Disagree ., - .
5. - Strongly disagree

-1, . 1 lfﬁe a teacher best who knows his field and authoritatively declarea
' that information to the class. g ,

2. I 1ike a teacher best who develops a climate in which I may express my ,
' inner feelings and\elarify them to myself, o , .
3. ) I 1like a teacher who motivates problem-solving activitiea by pointing out

the gap between what ought to be done in today's society about social
problems and what is being done abOut them..

4., = T, 1ike a teacher who helps individuals resolve the conflicts in society, for

example, juatice versus injustice, equality versus inequality

5. I like a teacher‘who helps me solve tough, complex intellectual problema; '

6. I 1like a teacher whoae course gives me direction and purpose for my life,

7. I like a teacher whose classe!*emphalize the student’s uniqueneaa and -
individuality.. ‘ . :
C 8. I 1like a teacher‘whoae primary purpose is to teach me akilla I can

Jutilize in earning a living.

N

| MARK THE SCALE PROVIDED O THE REMAINDER' OF THE QUESTIONS. |
R 1. 2 3 4 5

Excellent . Fair S ‘Very Poor
. ‘ . w . ot . .
9, How do you : — _ : o '
rate him(her) | . e A
as a teacher? ' _ v . . v

. 10. How is his

knowledge : : . o Cow o g ’\>'
of his subject? o ’ . . ~ _

. " S APPENDIX B
v‘~.‘
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13.

b

. i5.

1.

: : 27
y : Page 2
1 2 3 4 5 -
‘How is the . T - , B
organization of
h18x§ourse? ' g ,
Excellent Fair - - Vexry Poor
Arc hig explanationtm. ”
in clasgs clear? - . : IR
' ' Aldays N Usually Seldom  * -~
How are his
agssignments: . : o
Clear Usually’ ‘Confusing =
‘ clgar Sy
How enthusiastic is : ' I
he in class? ‘ : L
v Very : Usually Eagks”euthusias%
‘How 13 his ability to - ° .
express his : . v
thoughtss - ' , ‘ ' R
Excellent : Usually has . Has a great deal
no difficulty - of difficulty .
How is his sense of P ?é
stressing important A
matters? i kN
. _ Excellent Fair ~ Vexy poor i’
How is his ability ' 4 o
. to stick to the_ e
.subject? ; : : : L
+ Always sticks Rarely . Gets completely
to subject digresses. off subject: . . .-
" Is opportunity glven '
for students to . —
participate ia P
class? - o Ty
. Often i Occasiopally Rerely I
“How {s his : : ‘ s
ability to ' | . o
inspire pupils? v v s
.7 Excellent Fair ' Very poor o
How much does he o v ,
encourage the student - B
to think for. himself? , '
A great - Some Not at all
. deal . :
How are his tests as
to coverage of -
oaterial? v = . : : »
- Very. - . Usually Unreasonable
ressonable . ressonable: ' .

o

34
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.25,

2.

27.

23.

" 29,

«
ftors
Pk

3l.

3Z.

| s 28
1 2 - 3 4 5 .
How i3 his gradidg“--_. A Qf,. .
as to fairncss?, L, . o : e
X .. Very fair % Usvally Véry unfaiy
. ’ . ) ! fail' ¥ ) ’ .'.. . 'v' .
What is his attitude | S Wl
toward difference of s S
opinions on controversial Y o
- queations? - L — . Loy
T Vexy L Fairly Very AR
-, tolerant tolerant - intolexrant - .
How is his attitude S
as an instrictor i
toward student? L . Y .
: Vety under- Usually " Impatiewt & = . ]
standing & patient & indifferent :
patient - responsive
How is his sense | '
. of humor? ’ : . :
' ) : Exceptionally Fair Very little
v good . : ‘
- How often have you /y
- soen cheating in . . .
his class? . ‘ - : '
' o . Nevexs ~ Somstimes Very often
How fa his personal
appearance? © A - ,
- Very uneat _Usually neat Very careless
How are his class- -
room manners? : i - e ’ .
- " Very - Usually - Very discourteous
courteous . courteous S :
How is his speéch?f N - S
' . . Eagily. - Soretimes Very difficult
underotood & icaudible & '  to'listen to
_ _pleasant indistinct o '
How about his |
mnannerisms? : - o _
: Usually Moderately free Frequent anunoying
attractive .from digtracting  wannerisms
clagsroom manners mannerism :
‘Overall rating of ,\\‘//7
course. . - ~ '
: An ocutstardiung A reasgonably A very poor course
course ; good course .
- 1If given the appdrtunity _
- I would take anbther course " ‘-
- with this instructor. 95
. Yes ~ Maybe "~' Wo -




33,

36,

'37.

38.

40.

41.

44,

féhe gr&de you are'presentlyraaxniuﬁvin thié course is:

" If employed, how many hours per week?

. Page'a
Yoﬁr cumulitivétgrade point average is: L o

1. 3.0 through 4.0 2, 2,0 through 2.99 - 3. 1.0 through 1.99

4o 0.99 oxr less S . , : ,

L}

1. A 2. B 3. € 4 D 5. T

1. 1less than 16 2. 16 through 24 . 3. 25 through 34
4o 35 through 40 5. over 40 L
» \ . ~

How many credit hours are your presently taking? .

1i Under 12 2. 12 through 15 3. 16 through 18 4. Over 18

Sex: 1. Female = 2. Male .

» °

1. A requirement for youxr major. - 2. An eleétive for your major

Vhy are gou taking this course: ~ - ' v
3. A requirement outside your major - 4. An elective outside your major.

To what extent have you applied youfself in this coursel

l. To the maximum 2. Very much 3. Average - 4. Very ittle

&

Do you like this subject?
1. Yes 2. No ,

Do you feel you had enough backgioudh to take this course? .

l. Yes 2. No ] , o

Do you attend class regularly?
1. Yes . 21 NO '

~
Ly

Axe yous o -
1. Black American- 2. White American other tham (3) 3. Spanish surnamed
4. TForeigh student other than (3). 5. Other .

o

~ This course 13 a course ins , L -
- 1. Science or Math 2. Social Scilence 3. English orx Language - .

4, Other technica{ fields (TVS) 5. Other

-




33. Your cumulatlve grade point average is: .
" L. 3.0 through 4.0 (55%) 2. 2.0 through 2 99 (36%)
3. 1.0 through 1.99 ({%) 4, 0,99 or- less (1%), 5. 1

34, The grade you are preue tly earning in this course is: o
. 1- A 3670 20 B 32% ! 3. C 23% 4' D 3% 50 F 2%

35. If employed, how many ho&rs per week? :
. 1. 1less than 16 (20%) = 2. 16 through 24 (23%) -~

.- 30
APPENDIX C

3. 25 through 34 (13%) 4. 35 through 40 (2449 5. over 40 (11%)

1 '

36. How'many credit hours are you presently takingf‘

1. under 12 (38%) 2. 12 through 15 (33%) -3;, 16 through 18 (18%)

4, over 18 (8%) »
37, Sex: 1. Female 39% 2. Male 557

38, Why are you taking this coutrse?"
1. A requirement for your major (63%)
2. An elective for your major (13%)
3. A reqyirement outside your major (12%)
4. Amleléctive outside your major. (7%)

]

39. To what extent have you applied yourself in this course?

1. To the maximum (24%) 2. Very much (38%)
3. Average (28%) 4. Very little (6%) 5. Not at.all (2%)
- 40. Do yOu-like this supject? - ' ¥ .

' Io yeS .0(70% 2c NO (21%)

41. Do you feel you had enough background to take this course?
1. Yes (75%) 2. No (21%) .

'42. Do you attend class regularly? )
1. yes (80%) 2. No (17%) .

43.  Are you: v ‘ s

l.- Black American (14%) - 2. White American other théhl(B) (46%)

e

7

3.  Spanish Surnamed (23%) 4. Foreign student other than.(3) (6%) '

5. Other (§%

44, This gourse is a course in: ,
© 1. Science or Math (55%) 22, Soc1a1 Science (16%) = .
3, English or Language ' (9%) 4, - ther technlcal f1e1ds (TVS) (3%)
5. Other :(11%) ' . ,

13

% _ _The-small percentage that is missing in some of the statements were
. a result of blanks. Each question had no more than two or three E}anks}

-
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