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Abstract

College of Liberal Arts courses in which Martin Luther King Ve
Program (MLK) students registered from 1970 to 1972 were
studied to €xplore the relationship of course characteristics *
to differences in performanée between MIK and non-MLX stu- '
4 dents’. Courses in which 15 or more MLK students regeived A .

through F grades were selected and divided into two groups: . :

(1) proportion’ of MLK passing the course no%ifferent from

non-MLK* (N = 27), and (2) proportion of non-MLK passing the

course greater than MLK (N = 13). Instructors were surveyed

to assess course characteristics such as mode of instruction,

purpose of course, type of exam items, and amount of reading.

Class size and course level were also studied. Gnly one of &,

the 11 items studied--the basis on which grades were deter-
N . mined--showed a significant difference between the two course
performance groups; MLK students were less likely to perform .
(/) as well as non-MLK students when grades wére based solely on .
'“ exams _or quizzes. Possible explanations for the lack of more '
~
N

\

-\

significant findings are discussed (e.g., broad individual
differences within MLK and non-MIX groups).
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’ More than 2,000 students ﬁa;e entered thelUniversity through the ‘Madtin

Luther, King (MLK) Program since it was established in 1968 to_facilitate -the

University entrance of educationally and financially disadvantaged students.
.

While the services'of the Program vary considerably from college to college,

- counseling, course tutoring, Einancial ‘aid, and special stuﬂy rooms are pro-

=

vided in mogt colleges. MLK students are alike in that they all entered the
t

Umversity through the Progrén they dJ.ffer on a.lmost every other variable.

- MLK students represent every racial ‘group in the United States, vary cons:.d-

erably in age, and show a broad range of previous performance levels and

aptitudes. - @ .' . -

+ Research on stude l.s in the Program has been done to assist those making

N decisions concerniné 1t--decis1ons ﬁhich relate both ?o programming and to

allocation of resources.” Earlier research. has focused on describing the pro-

gress of MLK students toward mduation (Hendel, 1973c), suma.rizing their

perfomnce in College of Libera,l Arts (CLA) and General College (GC) courses
(Hendel, 1973a; Hendel, 1973b), comparing their performance with a randomly
selected group entering the University at the same point in time (Armstrong-.

& Hall, 1976), y—sgessing the impact of a special program in GC (Moen & ™

Giese, 1969~70). . /

The present study was stimulated by Hendél's work on’ MLK students' course

performance in CLA. His research focwsed on CLA courses in which MLK ‘students .
. . ’ ‘

~
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had registered from falT'quarter,‘f970 through summer session II, 1972 (a

A¥otal of 650 students and over'1,015 different.courses). The study concens

trated on the 104 courses for which at least ten MLK stquﬁts had registered, - . .

L3 . A3
-

and reported average grades of MLK students as well as the distributions‘of ’

¢

3 * .

E
1

'the various letter grades in each course. Hendel noted thgglan average grade " '{
- ' ) ’ \

of 2.00 {a C average) or higher was achieved by MLK students in over 94 per-
) . 1

‘ceﬁt of these courses and that there were no differentés in grade point aver-

-

agé)for any of the specific subgroups within the MLK student groyp (college

of entrance, entry year, ethnic background, 'sex, age at entrance, ox status -

- N . [ ]
at entrance). '

Hendel reported a wide range of average course ‘grades for the MLK students .
--from 1.25 in Journalism 1001 to 3.89 in American Indian Studies 5211. Dif-
ferences such as these led him to ask further questions about the nature of

¢

thé differences:

Do the courses in which MLK students received,lower average

grades rely predominantly on objective examinations in deter-

mining course grades? How do the course grades for MLK students -
compare with the grades for all students who were registered '

for a’ specific course? (1973a, p.,15) (

The present study was 1n1t1ated to pursue the answers to these questions.
The first question, was expanded»to include a ngggfr of course characteristics :
other than type of éxaminat%pn as described by th%jfaculty teaching the .
courses during the period in quea£ion. The second guestion wis modified

slightly to compare MLK student grades with the gradee of all non-MLK students

in the same course. ., /,,

(91
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, Data avazlable from Hendel's study indicated the number of MLK students

b4 ~———3
\ . N ;

reglstered in each course, their average grade in the course, and the number

|
and percentagh—ef grades in each letter category (A through . P or Sy N I,
[ RN ; ST N &
and W). Matching data on non-MLK students were~obtaineq:throughga review oﬁ

» %

the grade distribution reports prepared qﬁarterly by the Offige of Admissions

and Records. These reports were examined for the period covered by Hendel's

. ' . - . : e
study, and the grade distributions.and number of students in each course were

»

recorded. (One problem arose when it was dzscovered that there weré no grade
distribution reports for the summer sessions of 1971 since we' could not have
non-MLK data from th}s time period, it wés decided to delete the MLK course

.~

data from these two summer sessions. This was-done by referring back to MLK

L} ®

student transcripts and‘subtracting summer work found for each course!from
. . . — ) L
the figures reported b§ Hendel. This accounts for minor discrepancies in

number of cases, grade distributicdns, and average grades between the present
’ '

report and Hendel"b

Hendel originally reported data on 104 courses--those in which MLK total

enrollment was more than ten. For the present study, further restrictions

-

were placed on course size to insure stability”in calculated statistics (e.g.,

average grades). Courses were included only if the number of MK students who

received A through F grades (those on which the grade averages are based) was

° [}

greater than or equal to fifteen. This restriction.reduced the oriéinal pool

of courses from 104 to 42; missing data for two courses’further reduced the

number of courses to 40. - . " . )

A J B ‘

-

Descriptive data on these 40 courses may bekfound in Table 1, which shows*




P
[

. ' PAN
~ ]

L4 N
_ -_course number, grading distributions for MLK and non-MLK students, and total

enrollment ffor both groups. (Readers interested in learning‘mOre.about these

. ocgqurses $hould' consult the 1971573 College of Liberal Arts Bulletin, hhiversity

. »

_ of Minnesota, Bulletin Number 15.) S -

. . J B
In comparing the grade distributions and average course grades of the MLK

¥

— *

. and non-MLK groups presented in Table 1, it is obvious thatnthe;performance'

L]

. of the two groups differs markedly in many courses. -Whether or not these

differences are "real" or the result of chance variation in the samples was
L] ) L ]

the next question we raised. "To answer this‘question, we determined the ratio

-

’ - [ 4
of passing grades (A, B, C, D, and P) to. non-passing drades (F, N, I, and W)

2achieved by the MLK group and by the non-MLK group in each course. The ratios

i

] b t
of the two groups of students were analyzed by means of a Chi-sguare test to

determine whether the differences were noteworthy. If the probability of the
* ¢

- - N hd . ‘
obswed differences occurring as a result of chance variation was less t.ha:‘r*

. |

v

.05 (£?§e'in one hundred), assuming no difference in population performancé,

the di‘.hrences was considered significant.
.o - . L4 . hd

As an example of this procedure, the results for a sociology course are

presented here:

* ., Sociology 3101

Passing Non-passing
grades grades :

" 24
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The ,value gf the Chi-square statis;ic for these data is 6.90, and the proba-
bility asgociated with that value is .§1. Therefore, the probability of such
an extreme value occurring bj chanci}iz less than one in one humdred and the
regult is deemmed significant. We may conclude that a higher proportion of
-non~MLK students éass this course than MLK students. / \ .
) }fter performing this analysis,igach of the 40 courses was placed in one
of three groups: (1) those in which the proportion of MLK students passing
the course was greater thér that of non-MLK students; (2) those with no dif-
®
- ference between the MLK and non-MLK students; and (3) those ;;’:;1ch the non-
MLK students passed the course in higher proportion. Appendix A gives the
results of thi§ analysis by the groups listed above. Note that ep.3 percent
of the courses show no difference at al{ in the préportion of passing grades
—— - cobtained b; MLK and %on-MLK studen}s. When there is a significant difference,
« 7 it is always.in the direction of non-MLK students passing the course propor=
tionally more often (i.e., no courses fell ihto the fii;t group) .

Whether or not sgpecific course characteristics could be’ found to differ

- between these two course gibupé was our next task. We realized that many -

> .
Records files oy in the Univexsity's CLA Bulletin since the only information

available from those sources was size of course, -grades, names of instructors

- . . 3
of record, and a brief description of course content. It was therefore decided

. . N ‘

course characteristics of interest were not recorded in either Admissions and . l

|

|

|

|

|

. }

that a survey of the faculty teaching the courses would be the best way of |

gathering the desired information. A l4-item questionnaire covering ocourse -

' conteptg(hppendix B) was sent to each faculiy membar listed in Adnissions and '
-

. Records files as instructot of record for each of the 40 courses in questtOn. .

Table 2 Qives a sun-azy of survey returns after one mailed follov-up. and when




. : ' : 11

necessary, telephone contact with the surveyed individuals or thejr depart-

ments.
. . B -
.
< Results .
.- —_— l ’

s

This section contrasts the survey responses of instructors of courses in

3

which there was no difference in proportion passing between ‘MLK and non-MLK

students and the reSPOnséE'bf instructors in courses where the proportion of

[

nen~MLX students passing the course was higher than.that of MLK students.

- The Fisher Exact Probability Test was used to determine whether observed dif-
/
ferences were statistically significait. An alpha level of .05 was established v
N as the minipum.significance level; at this level the probability of the observed

“difference occurring by chance, under the hypothesis of no difference between

—ee—— — \
the groups, is less than five in one hundred.

Items are analyzed here only if questionnaire results indicated a wniform

statame;t on a partiéular subject over time and instructors. For example, g

Igen I on thg survey asks the rank of the primary instruct;f, the individual

having the most face-to-face tact with the class. For this particular ques- .

tion, many instructors indicated that rank varied §fom qgarte: to quarter or I

that instructorswof various ranks were employed within a part{gylar quarter. |

Since the data on this item do not seem to be clear-cut, we decided to elimin- N |

ate it from the study. . -~ e |
|

l$ ’ A number of courses show dilagreenenf\amonq in;tructors in response to

| certain.items. In these cases, disagreements were either categorized according
to:the breakdown chosen if i£ was feasible (e.g., if both ;néfructors used a

' combination of exam techniques but differed as to the mct combination of

- [




Returned
Co‘urse Sent . Number Percentage
Afro 1015 1 1 100.0
Afro 1025 2 2 100.0
_  Afro 1045 1 1 100.0
Afro 1301 1l 1l 100.0
Afro 3055 1 1 . 100.0
Afro 3061 1 ‘1 100.0
Afro 3062 1 1 100.0
Afro 3072 1 1, 100.0
Afro 3105 1 1 100.0
AmIn 3061 2 .1 50.0
Anth 1001 2 T2 100.0
Anth 1002 1 1 100.0 -~
Arts 1101 1 . 1 100.0
: Comm 1001 2 2 100.0
| Comp 1001 2 2 100.0
_ Comp—10027 P> 3 = 2 66.7
: Comp 1003 2 1+ 50.0
Econ 1001 2 2 100.0
Econ 1002 | 1 1 100.0
Geog 1301 2 2 100.0
Hist 1301 1 ~1 100.0
Hist 1302 2 1 50.0
Hum , 1001 2 2 100.0
Jour 1Q01 1 1 100.0
Phil 1001 2 2 ,100.0
Pol 1001 @~ 2 2 100.0
' PO 1001 : 1 1 100.0
Psy 1001 1 1 100.0
; Psy 1002 \\\\\\\\ 1 1 100.0
: Soc 1001 | 2 2 100.0
Soc 1002 S 1 1 100.0
Soc 1004 1 1 100.0 f
Soc 3101 1 1 100.0
Soc 3801 _ 1 1 100.0
Span 1101 1 1 100.0
span 11q2 1 1 100.0
3505 1 ' 1 100.0
S :ﬂ:: 1101, 1 ° 1 100.0
SW  3ger 1 1 100.0
‘ Th 1lol 1 1 100.0
Total 55 51 92,7
A ~
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exam, they were placed in the mcombination” gr’oup) ér eliminéted from the

analysis (e.g., if one instructor used multiple choice exams le and another

used essay exams only). . T

Course characteristics of particular interest to us were (in order as they

»

appear on the survey): _ \

+ Item I. Rank of primary instructor
‘Itdm II. Purpose of course
Item III. Type of instruction

Item IV. . Material of special interest -to minority students .
Item VIII. Basis on which grades were determined »

Item IX., Type of item oh' exams

Item XI. whether or not a final exam was given

Item XIII. Type of required read:.ngs .

Item XIV. Pages of readings per week ‘ /

Each of these factors will be discussed in turn. Two other variables of in-
terest--course level class size--were also studied using information drawn D,

«

files. .

Rank of primary instructor

As. indicated above, the r:esponses to"this item showed such variability -

that it was dropped from the analysis.

Course purpose

Instru;:tors could designate the primary purpose of f.heir course as: .
the communication of a body of knowledge, the development of appreciation, or
the learning of a skill or ekills. ‘Since the communication of knowledge as '
a goal covefs almost all*be.qinnihg courses in the at;ademi'c disciplines, we ’
divided the espondents into two groups--the’comication of knowledge and
a group which combined dovelopment of appreciaticu or learning ofa skill as
the primary purposes. {Instructors indicating a coubinatign of goals, nonre-

spopdents to the item, or cases where two or more instructors disagreed as to

2 .. 4
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the goals of the same course were eliminated from the analysis.) The table

below shows the number of gourses in each category:

- ~ Non-MLK * No dif- ~
! higher: ference
Communicate
b knowledge 8 12
N .
Develop appreczatlgn R 10

or impart skills

The results of the Fisher Exact Probability Test (p=.13) suggest that

‘theie is no significant difference on this variable between the two groups

(f&e., stated purpose of the course does mot appear to be related to diffe;en-
tial group performancql. ¢ ”
[ . »

Type of instruction

Another hypothesis in the study was that various types of instruction

might be related to these performance differences.. Instructors indicated

whether the major instructional mode was lecture, discussion, laboratory,

s

6ther, or a combination of techniques. Excluding disagreements among instruc-

tors, the results are.as shown below:

.

¢ ’ Non~-MLK No dif-
: : . higher ference
Lecture ‘only 7 .13 '
Other or :
2 ~ combination 4 n

+

‘ | .
A Fisher Exact Probability Test applied to these data yields a probabil-~

»

, - 1i '



ity of .44, which is not significant, Type of instruction is apparently not’

related to ‘differential group performance.

]

\ .
Material of special interest to minority students

Since ma.ny_studentsv in the MLK P:ogram are members of racial minority
groups, -it was hypothesized thaf; mate:fial of particular interest to nu'térity
students might affect their performande in the course. Therefore, instr'uctors
were asked to indicate their opinion of the extent to which their course cov-
ered.material of‘ special inter'est to minority students. Excluding cases of

disagreemen't and no response, results are as shown below: \ .

] NOn-MLK NO dif-
: higher @ ference ~

Some or extensive

11 20
coverage
Little or no® ‘31 . 6
coverage i . .

A

The Fisher Exact Probability Test (p= .27) indicates that there is no
. . .
significant difference in %this "variable between the two performance groups. )

Basis on which grades were dete::mined"

(-]

Grades‘mq be assi:gned in a courge in A var_:'ge(:y of ways: exams or quizzes

only, on the basis of paperg or projects, on the basis of class participation,
or some combination of these” hniques. The results on this variable, elim-

inating cases of disagreement between instructors, are shown below:
| .

-




S

Non=-MLK No dii-'

higher ference
- . Examszor quizzes only 7 . 4
Combination of exams - S
. g ‘ 4 21

and other factors . )
\ ’
4

.

The Fisher Exact Probability Test yields a significant probapilify value

of .0l. Thus, it may'be concluded that MLK students are more likely to perform *

b . 3
as well as other, non-MLK, students in courses where some factor or factors

¢ . LJ
< other than exams are taken into account during the grade assignment process.
Type of exam item - ,. | . . f .

Course examinations may use items of a variety of types: multiple choice,
. . » -
o _completion or short answer, essay, true/false, or some combination of these
types. One way to summarize exam item type is by multiple choice items versus

all other types. The results o%*this‘analysis are given below, minus those

who did not respond and cases of disagreement:

r
T Non-MLK  No dif-
) ) higher fergnce
Multiple choice only 3 4 s
« Other or combination 10 18 ) .
L .

‘ : - .
A probabiMty of .53 is obtAined using the Fisher Exact Probability Test,
‘indicating that mﬁltiple choice items have not been used more$ften in one

performance group than in the‘other.
‘ - LI
Another way to look at the test item data is to contrast essay exams (the

'\ non-objective type) with all other types. This comparison results in the fol-

-~
L} - .
'
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lowing breakdown:

, ‘/ 4 Va
/ Non-MLK  No dif-¥
/ . higher ference
Essay only 1 7
Other or combination 7 14 .

- . . !
$

The Fisher Exact Probability Test result for this table is .26, indicating
e ) ‘ .
a non-gsignificant difference.

<

Whether or not a final exam was given ' .

Courses differ in terms. of whether a final exam is given and, if so,

o
whethgr it covers the entire quarter or only the period since the last exam.

The responses to this item on the survey -were divided into two groups, those

who gave a final and those who didn't (with cases of disagreement eliminated).

|}

_ [ 4
pa
. Non-MLK  No dif-
higher ference
! ‘Pinal ’ T2 23
* ) No final - - 0« 4

: (s
The Fisher Exact Probability value, .21, indicates that there is no sig- '
Y -
nificant difference betweén the groups on this variable. '

Type of required readings

Instructors may roqﬁi;b many different types of readings in their oourses, .
ranging from short handouts to articles to standard textbooks. Omitting cases

(14 no}rouponsc and disagreement among instructors, the results for this item

' ‘ ° .
* . 20 s ‘ . . .
. - ‘. J




were placed into two groups, textbook only and combination or other type.
-— g;
b
. j : Non-MLK  No dif-
. . . |
4 L . higher ference .
Textbook only 6 . . 6 J:
Other or combination . 6, '~ 17
" ‘.IThe Fishér Exact.'Probability Test yields a probability value of .15, . '

indicating no significant difference between the two groups.

»~» ¢ Pages of readings per week

Inszructors were asked to indicate the nu@Be;‘ef pages of required read-

ingg per week . Their responses were divided into two'groups, those requiring

.30 pages or fewer per week, and those requiring more than 30. (Two cases where

f

- )
instructors reported different averages were assigned to the smaller category.)

Non-MLK No dif-

> 1 higher ference _
e 30 or fewer pages 4 11 c o )
.« 31 or more pages . '9 g 16

TR,

) -
A probability of .40 ‘resulting from the Fisher Exact Probability Test

L4 "

’

indicates that this difference is not statistically significant.

.
‘

Two other course characteristics on which differences between these .
. pertormance groups might be hypothe81zed are\chrSe level and class size. o
Course level is readily obtainable from the course- number, while class size

" was determined from Admissions-and Records Class Enrollment Reports. ‘i(/ A
* - . ' ' s A’; -i_
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Course level

Y
[

Cou;ses may be ;6ughly divided into beginning and advanced courses by
assigning 1XXX level courses to the former group and 3XXX and 5XXX level
courses to the latter. For the 40 courses studied, this hresks d;wny as
follows: — . ‘ ) \

. .

\
2

p Non-MLK No Qdif-
higher ference

Beginnin///. ‘ 12 18

Advangéd 1 \ 9

i

A Fisher Exagt Probability Test. Jiﬂth%ge data yields a probabllzty value

of .08, which s ggests that there are no s%an1f1cant differences in course . —
level between”;he two group; studied. The difference here is near~signifi-
cance, how?Ler, whith suggests that yLK students do less well in 1XXX level
courses.//g review o}-the cou¥ses‘in the non-MLK higher group shows that most

of the§e cogrses are either required or used by many.students to complete

'?yspk{;ge distribution requirements.

Class size ’ . -

© For the purposes of this analysis, class size was divided somewhat arbi-

;

trarily, with classes smaller than 50 students considered small and clasges %F

of .50 or more stydents considered large. The 40 courses fall into the cate- Wl e

gories shown below:




} on=-MLK No dif- . .
P higher ference ’

small . 7 16

Large ' 6 11

’

A Fisher Exact Probability Test value of .50 indicates that class size

3

does not appear to be related to diffegential. perforkance between these two

.

groups. - s

. . ) ) | _

’ Discussion
,Only one item the eleéén studied,'the basis on which grades were |,

determined, showed a significant difference between the courses in which there ,

.

was no-difference in group performancé and the courses in which non-MLK stu-

-

derits perfgrmed'better. This finding is somewhat disappointing in that the

B investigators had hoped to identify factors affecting performancé to which : ///

counselors, instructors, and those planning support services might pay- special
L] ] /l
attention. For example, if we had determined that MLK students perform less

U

well in lérge, iﬁpersoﬁal course settings, counselors could ditect these .
— students to courses where a better student-teacﬁe; ratio prevails; or if
courses with heavy reading loads wexe found to be especially.problematic to
" the MLK ‘group, intensified support in the study skills area might be called
- for., Such recommendations could potentially Encrease the probability fhat
MLK gtudents would do satisfactg{y>work’and thus remain at the University.
The natural conclusion to ﬁe draqp'frﬁm thesge fihéinqs.is that individual

ﬂifferences along such intrinsic dimensibns as gbility\ané motivation are

.
hd
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more i?portant than extrinsic factors relating to cturse structyre in account-
ing for differential gerformance by ‘MLK students in certain courses. Given
“the itknowledged heterogeneity witﬁ;ncthe MLK group, it is perhaps unreasonable
to}errect that there is any one factor relating to course structure which
would affect all the MLK students in the same way- and yet have no effect, or
///bave a different effect, on all otper students taking the course. Our conclu-
slons would therefore argue for a more personalized approach to student per-
formance problems in the Progrem. ) ’ .
‘ 6f course, the fact that we did not findegroup differehces iﬁéthislstudy R
does not mean that they do not exist; it may mean that our research design was
not sensitive enqugh to pick out valid differences. Perhaps instructor respén;
ses'té a written questionnaire are not a valid index of the "t;ue" state, of -
affairs in a course. If this is the~case, a more experimental/;pproach whgxe
. the investigator could control course characterig_;es\might yield clearer
results. While this might make better sense from a research point of view,
there are obvious problems in practivcal imblement;tron in the context of
departmental_curricula.

Another problem relating to the.eensitivity of our research‘design result-
ed from the type of data with which we are dealing. Since almost ‘all of the
factors we were invg;tigating could only be described’categoricelly, our
analysis procedures wpre‘limited to the use of non-para?etric statistics (e.q.,
Chi-square, Fisher Exact Probability Jest) which lack the power of the more

commonly -used parametric techniques (e.g., the analysis of variance.)

Despite its drawbacks, the present study may serve to clarify some ques;‘

tions about the quality of MLK students' coursework. There is little evidence

which would demonstrate that they do less well (defined as a smalle? proportion
. ; . '

24 :
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passing) in more challenging courses (as defined by pages of reading, type of
readiﬁg material, purpose of the course). 1In fact, of the courses studied here,
4

. |
there is no difference between MLK and non-MLK student performance in nearly

-

two-thirds of the courses.
¥

<

One final finding of importance in th& present study %s ;he listing of
courses wﬁich MLK students as a group séem find difficult--for Qhatever
reason. These are the courses in the non-MLK higher category. Thos® workir;g
with MLK students might use this listing to confer with the departments éon-

- »

cerned to determine whether additional student support-is needed in these

, courses. . : L

x
4
,
.
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Appendix A

Comparisoné of Proportions of Passing and Non-Passing Grades

for MLK and Non-MLK Students in:40 CLA Courses

CGroup

Number of grades

Non-passing

éig.

level

No difference in proportion of MLK and Non-MLK students passing .

Afro 1015
Afro 1025
JAfro 1045
‘Afro 3q.55 -

Afro 30§1

Afro 3062

Y Afrd '307?
'Afro 3105.
" AmIn 3061
Arts 1101
Comp 1001
Comp 1002

° .
_ Comp '1003

MLK
Non-MLK

MLK
Non-MLK

MLK-
" Non-ML¥

16
127

1o

53

21
62
4

3

.15

. .43

N.8.




Number of grades 2 © sig.

.Oourse Group Passing Non-passing X level
» No difference in proportion of MLK and non-MLK students passing
S 2t .
Ecori 1002 MLK 16 . 4 .07 n.s.
Non- 2,656 - | © 87
‘ ? MLK /,‘ ‘ 0 p |
Geog 1301‘ MLK 23 \ 4 .04 n.s.
’ Non-MLK 2,862 ) 552
. i . ’ . . .\\
Hist 1301 MLK " 17 - 3 .15 s. ’
N .
*Non-MLK 1,646 : 371 : /}X \
- } - )
Hist 1302 MLX L/ .22 7 .30 n.s. 7
Non-MLX ' 1,513 379 L/
Hum 1001 MK 23 S 3.06  n.s.
. Non -MLK 2,950 . 748
PO 001 - Mk ‘ 20 - . 10 2.16  n.s.
) Non-MLX ‘426 119 . -
Y - ’ ' '
Psy 1002 27 .8 1.77 n.s.
n-NLK 4,584 © 798
Soc 1002 : 19 2 .17 n.s.
-MLK 1,184 170 Co!
Soc 1004 : 31 6 .00  n.s.
-MIX °~ 1,255 249
Soc 3801 : 16 / 7 3.18 n.s.
. 961 / 189 '
Span 1102 - 33 14 : /’2.48 n.s.
. 1,364 / 349 -
Span 3505 15 ' 1 .84 n.s.
: 4 1
_ 8w 3001 T 26 6 .93 n.s.
v 1,419 ~ 211 -
™ 10 | 27 .4 1.7  a.s.

4,097 313
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Appendix ;)(continued)

/,l‘

)
Number of grades 2 Sig.
Course Group Passing Non-passing X level
Difference in proportion passing favoring non-MLK sfudents
Afro 1301 Iax . 40 18 9.87 < :01
"Non-MLK 324 55 N
Anth loot MLK 178 ‘9 7.33 < ,01°
Non-MLK 1,430 Y 257 v .ot
Anth 1002 MLK 42 17 9.58 < .0l
. Non-MLK 4,182 708 .
Comm 1001 MLK 18 17 23713 <.,001
: Non-MLK 1,826 . 38l :
Econ 1001 MLK 20 13 . 6.52
Non-MLK 3,095 829
4
Jour 1001 MLK 13 8 ( 4.18
: Non-MLE 1,063 266 . 7
. : ‘ V) '
Phil 1001 MLK 20 22, 13,36
Non-MLK 2,419 898 P
Pol 1001 MLX 32 14 5.888 < .02
) Non-MLK 3,073 625 ’
" L W
Psy 1001 MLK 42 ! 39 56.10 < ,001
Non-MLK 6,075 1,217 : /
~ i
Soc 1001 - MLK 76 . 28 13.42 7 < .00l -
Non-MLK 7,486 /;' 1,243
: i
Soc 3101 . 2 8 6.90 < .0l
Non-MLK 2,39 282 _
Span 1101 MLK . 27~ 9.40 < .01
- Non-MLK 1,472 473
Spch 1101 MLK 8 9" 4.67 < .05
Non-MLX 2,787 397 .

i

8obgerved differences marked n
the probability of thei

fif:‘in 10?{i

r. OCcCurj

i"‘

s. are not statistically significant (i.e.,
ence by chance is greater than or equal to







" Infotmation
- and results

To the Participant \m ‘ ) ’ o

Since 1968, disadvantaged studengs have been entering the University of Mlnnesota
through the Martin Luther King (MLK) Program and have been using the special serv-
ices (e.g., advising, tutoring) of the MLX Program. This questionnaire elicits
information to assist advisers and students in that program, as well as other
University students, counselors, and instructors.

’
With your a551stancgp e hope to look at aspects of student achievement not
analyzed before. ile xegistration and course achievement data can be retrleved
from student reco files) more subtle characteristics of courses can be supplied
only by those wh¢ taught them. . )

each cours 1nstrucﬁ0r will be conszdered completely confldentlal,
2 i1l be tabulated by groups of courses with similar characteristics
(e.g., socifl science courses, large courses, lectur® vs. seminar courses).

adV1se!s (with. the p0$51b1e exception of large,'mu1t1~sect10ned

v

If you would l1ke further information on- thefnatuxe Qf ;hls~research pro;ect,
please | féel free to contact Lynette Wllllamson (373—2714) or Roberta'ﬁrmstrong
‘376-3 7) - - - - .

“~--

tudy is belng condncted by the foice of Adm1531ons and Records.

4

- . 1) ~ N
o e . W s

w

. Specific ifstructors and/or specific coursés will not be mamed-in. reports da&e- SO
s available fc
,.courses w ere 1nstructor identiflcatxon id ‘impossiblef.’ ’
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. ’ COURSE“'FOLLOW-UP SURVEY

Instructions . .

Below is the name and number of a course you taught dyring the quarter(s) listed.
Please answer questions I through XV by writing on the lines at the right of the
questions the numbers corresponding to the answers that best apply to this course.

» We realize that several years have passed since the date(s) indicated below, but we
would like you to answer the questions as best you can, based on what was generally
true during this time perzod.

. Course Name and Number

Quaqtég(s) and Year(s) Taught

'~ I. Dpuring the time' the coursedas taught, what was the academic
7 - "’ rank of the primary instructor (i.e., the person Wwho had the
”1 greatest face-to-face contact with students)? N
%a/ ¥ . B Professor. . - N s J/
. 2. Associate Professor. ° s . . yd
) 3. Assistant Professor. . L \
‘ 4. Instructor. " .
5. Teaching Aﬁs;stant. - . ,/
II. 1In general terms, how would you desdklbe the primary purpose
of this course? L
1. To communzcate knowledge (i.e., ‘to acquaznt students ' -
- 'with the academic discipline).
2. To develop appreciation, as in some art, music, and
” literature courses.
3. “T6 impart a skill or skills (e.g., languages, per-
L. formance skills, vocat10na1-techn1cal skills) .
' 4. Other (please 9pec1fy) .3 -
. » 1IXI. 1In this course, whzch of the following was the ma jor in-
, struptlonal method? (Check only one.)
1. Lecture. - .o - ! ,
2. Discussionws—= ) . i -
3. Class pregentations students. ‘ . ’
4. Laboratory or ltation with instructor. . /
5. Othe: (please spe ify) . , .
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+ Course Foliow-Up Survey . . . Page 2 30
I ) -~
IV. 1In your opinion, to what extent did the course cover !
issues and material of specific interest to minority stu-
dents? ’ .
1. Extensively. ’
2. Some. ‘
3. -Very little. .
4. Not at all. . . . -
V. What wer dents in the class told, either verbally or )
in % about the availability of the primary instruc-
tor for consultatlon’»‘
1. That he was available any time.
2. That he was a®%ilable only during specified office’
hours. 1
3. That he was available only by appointment. o
4. That he was not available for consultation, and ha
that students should consult the course Teaching
Assistant.
“ 5. Students were told nothing. )

6. Other (please specify)

VI. Did you have a course Teaching Assistant?

l. Yes, one. -
2. Yes, two or more.
3. No.

L/ VII. Did students in’ the class help plan how grades would be

determined? :

‘1. Yes, always.
2. Yes, sometimes. . . . -
. 3. No. —

VIII. On what basis were grades determined? e

1. Examinations only [e.g., midquarter(s) and/or
. final examination(s)]. -
‘ 2. Several short quizzes only. '
3. Paper(s) and/or project(s) only.
‘4, Students' classroom participation only. \
5." Combination of the above (please list as many of . -
the above as applicable)

A\

IX. If examinations or quizzes were used in your class, of
vhich the following item type? did they predomlnantly -
con51é )

3

1. Multiple choice. I - R
.2. ' Completion or short answexq

3, Essay!:

4. True and false. /\ : :
S. . Conbination of the above (please list 43 many an- )
~ . swers as applicable) A >

, 1 . .
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Course Follow-Up Survey . . . Page 3 . 31
X. Approximately how many quizzes were given in this course . ) /
[excluding midquarter (s) and final examination(s)]?
\
1. None.
2. 1-2 quizzes.: .
3. 3-4 quizzes. .
4. 5-6 gquizzes.
5. 7 or more quizzes. ,
XTI \* was a final examination given in this course? .
1. Yes, covering the entire quarter's work. -
2. Yes, covering only materials since the last
examination. .
3. No. -
— J -
XII. Did you employ in this course any mearjby which a student
could make up an examination or earn &4tra points, if he
s doing poorly or failing the course? -
1., \Yes. )
( 2. 0.
X . What type of dings were required in this caurse?
1. Textbook({s) only. .
2. Instructdr-prepared handouts only.
3. Articlesjonly (e.g., reserved reading in the
librafy, a bodk of readings).
4. /Ci:\tsnie reading only, but no spec1f1c r;eferenc s
~ / given. *
5. Combination of the above {please list as many an-
swers as applicable)
- \ ¥
\ ] .
A P 7/ /\,,
. 6. No readings were required. —

- I

» '

-

Approxmately how many pages of readmg, on the average,

were required in this class per week?

Thankyou

A3 ~,

EKC ‘a/u

-Please return
back of this page s

meht attended each clfss meeting?

.questignnaire by foldmg
s apd dropping i
our assi

véry much or

. 1. 8o Os. .
© 2. 608 to 79%. ,

3. 40% to, 59%. . i

4. Less than 40%. - /

in half so the return ?ddrels on the
% Campus Mail

1. Nonet—— - / N
2. 1-30 pages pemswveek..
3. 31-60 pages per week. Pid . .
4. 61-100 pages per week. ) : ’ .
5. Over 100 pages per wee . P

XV. Approximately what pergéntage of the total class enroll- e .

N




