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oo _THE OFFICE OF INSTRUCT GNAL RBSOURCES
I . \ - JTEACHING CENTER = - .

e SR o UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA | , )

) . . . . . - 'y . . . N -

' . o . . : INTRODUCTION - ‘ T

’ . . » .

R N ‘
» . ., ’
- . > . ‘ A ~e . 0

" ' One of the greatest educational experiments to grow out of the ferment
s . v .
s of the 1960 s,has~been the opening of the college and univerSLty admiSSions to

f:ﬁ< all those who seek.fost-secondary education. Many of those who have pursued ‘/”)

opportunities in higher education have been drfferent from the traditional
. . R ) o/ oL . -
‘ college—bound student different in eduCatibnal preparedness, in soc10—economic
/ v
strata and in attitudes towards themselves as learners.

\ “ : ~

rl B

This report of the evaluation of the office of Instructional,gesources.

-

. . . & :
Teaching Center dgscribes an'approach to deal with the problems of assessing
, !

‘s
. »

. an 1nstructional program developed in 1972 for students who did ndt meet the “?
DU ., o, 4
admiSSion requirements ofnthe State Univépsity System.. Th& evaluation des1gn .

IS

- (‘
not only prov1deswa model .to study the evolution of a program, but it also de—
' . — LN B Pl [} ’
7 scrihes the application of formative evaluatron to program development. The

bal

conduct ot/the eritire evaluation is influemced by the dissemination requirements.
’ L. o . L ~ d
' Therefore, this paper also addresses problems in communication and providei con- ¢

« '+ crete-examples of their resolution. o . .

- b
« N . N

) - ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS OF THE PROGRAM . - !

’ ~ . N ’ « d e ) B ) .. .-. .
- . - .
The Teaching Center is an academic, instructional unit serving the stu-
1 ° - . - ¢ B
. . ’ T . <

dents and faculty of the special course sections. Recruiting of ‘these students

is-done by the Office of Admissions; orientation to the Univerff!ypis conducted
* g . N .

.by the Special Services Program; financial‘aid‘is made available'througn the

Finan'cial *.Ld*Office and the Special Services Program. xS..upport services such "
gﬂiéj . /as nealth care, academic,‘career and personneljcounseling and career placement

are made ayvailable tnrodbh regular u;iversity agencies. . B T v\ '

- L]

N L S i : L. .o
[} <

. ‘ . »
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) o G ) . N 3 R i ~
.
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The specialized components of the Teaching Center include:
L " . ) ‘ ]
Myltiple Achievement Testing and Feedback. Instructors divide course
!
~

content into units anfl write a bank o} test questions in multiple-choice or
- . .

4N

short-answer format for each unit which are stored in the computer: A

| " . i . .

student, when he feels he is ready, cqmes to the Teaching Center for testing,
EO . . . P N R S

i

is administered a computer-generated test and has it scored by a laboratory

.
. .
ros | N .

" he has completed that upit. If he fails, he is giveé/additional helpjend
l. N ;x ’ ‘ - . .

attempts the t?st aoein, respohding to different items from,the;item bank

assistant immediately. If He has met’'the criterion  set by the instructoi,

=4

&
v . .. . , '

* stored in the computer. In‘addition, the Registrar has éstablished an "H'-

grade which allows a student an addltlonal three weeks at the close of the

. 3 R

quarter to complete work witHout‘penalty.f . ﬁé’ . ,'T\\‘\\:c

\

- Jj' < - “

. Tutoriug. A tutor is a551cned tq each course taught through the Centér.

| o .

He works closely with the instructor, attends clasé anq:is responsible for .

1y . . ' . . N -

1 * ¢ . .

contactjing and tutoring every student in the course: .Tutoring is done won an

individual amd group basis, both before and after teqtihg} dépending upon

A [
5 . ‘ R ¢

° v

the preference and needs of -the students. - ' S _ ~—

[ 4

PR
Ve

. Score Reporting. Each day test results are stored, in the comouger .

v . R - ¢ &l.
From this data, weekly?progress reports are generated for each student and

' o Wt - 9. -

» s . ] . . ..
each course section, and are made available to hnstruetors, tutors, and the,

[ y A
. ’ N ¢ kd

director of the.fenter. Thus it is pgssible at al}l times to monitor the
M. - ' ‘~.."." v ) )
progress "of any infividual studént or the progress of an entire class on any
N\ ' - N " P
. \
partlcular un1t of work: . F R . s

-

- : Durlng the two years a gtudent may enrorlﬂln speclal sections hé also

3 >
- ~* - - & ’

enrolls in regular courses of the Unlverslty. ﬂAslhls performance scores

o ’ v ’ > .

- on.tests increaSe .he is- encouraged to enroll 1n more non-Teachxn Center

l7

: v o N ,
courses so’ that‘His transit%oh.to the,academic mainstream is successfyl.
- - - we ‘! ] , ’ ,

~? .
.
. R . & e \ . e s L3N
/ . . ¥ . . ) , N
. , * . ‘
R .
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<uarter,

In additiqn, instructors are encouraged to use essay-type examinations and
" Writing N
R .

writing assignments ‘as part of their instructional activities.

instfuctors at the Iéaching Center work with studerts on ‘these assignments,

4

so they may develop academic writing skills that are essential in upper .

. . ' \ N \ \ . 4 O
L - .. * . I3 . , i . )
division work. , - : " \\ ! :
. \

s ' . v

-

* FORMATIVE EVALUATION
: : \ -
The formative evaluatlon\encompasséﬂ four areas of the Center's

1

¢ .-

activities. The four areas identified for study were the managemen; system,

- &

- L 4
item quality, and client satisfactioun._-The entire

N -

tutor effecgiigness,

population of students using Teaching' Center setvices auring"the fall

1976 has bgen ingluded in this analysis. )
* v’ - -
—— . N ¥ ’ '

¢

T - ) ggsults

. D Management system: testing times. It was clear that some student%.av
. =
in most courses took an 1ﬁord1nate1y long perlod of time to compléﬁnggéﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁx"

o v -

. \ "
tests. The distributions of testing times were generally positlvely skewed ’

1.

\

° . - ~ ) .’ - * !
which-indicated that the majority of the testing times were less than the

Minagement systém:

*

grading times.

»

__average testing time with 3 few extremely long times. . . .o ;

e’ . 1, -
characterized most courses.
. .

Widé variability in grading times

had

L.

Grading time should be at a mininum with little variability.

This goal

L . ] . ] ot
was intended to reduce the pressure on graders and to increase the. inter-

action between students and tutors.

s

agoal was successfully achieved.

>

4 - ‘

’
-

: Management system:, student flow..

.

gathered,

.
—
. )

.

’

- >

I

-’

On the_basis of the inforration

The data doés not indicate that the

3
.
LY
,
- o

.
Q¢

it was clear tHat Mondays and Frldays were the heav1est testing

4

w N :




s

days.,

¢

\
g Management system:

The heaviest weeks were the fourth and eleventit weeks.

testing deadlines.

The busiast

., - tinme ﬁériodé were'10:30 a.m. and 1:30 E:m. : : ) -

the pattern of test taking behavior affecte% by the establishdent of,differenf

déadlines for unit tests.

i

The Quéstion was ooncerned yith whether or not a

‘\
]

greater number.of days in which a ‘student was allowed to'take a unit test

would affect the flow of tgafff% in the\si?ter.

It was found that testing
‘ A .

longer than three day periods resulted in the same paQterﬁ; the students

4

allowed (see Fig. 1). .

A
\ -
* £

- Fig. 1.

o
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tended to wait umtil ‘the last day §egard1q%§#pf how many days were initially

A
.
-

; ot

,t'_,,

Testrng Deadllnes
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\

“fall quarter 1976 testiné sessions were anaiyzed, agd.a matrix of avé'rage

- 5 L
- . . . ‘ 5 .
W | - \ * - .
'y Managément systcm: repeat.testing on the same day. Another problem ' o
[ - * ) ! 'l ) . ' . . / ’ ‘ ) - ) o > 4 a
in directing - the student flow in the Cienter:appeareg to be related .to the , . S

practice of repeatino the same test on the same d y. An ar‘alysxs of the - T

. ’ -

Scores for those students who did repeat tists on the same day found that LT

. . ) . . ' ‘ .
: fifty:-.f'ive percent of the time the praqtice did not benefil.t‘the‘ studerit Y
{see Table 1). . ‘ ” Ca )

' ‘ ) " TABIE 1.  REPEAT TESTING ON THE SAME DAY : AN .
' | .u . g FALL 1976 . . ) .

\ . .Improvec? Score Nonimproved Scores * e {

Fail v'l‘wice/ o . :

= 110; % =-25

Pags - Fail

. : 27; %= 6 . LT
\ , IR
) Pass © pecline U . f
o N= 48; %= 11 . -
. ‘, | /
. Pass --No Change - /
- N= 60; %=43 / et
s - B ‘ - . S «
- { . N - e - I -
Total Impreved —.7 Total Nonimproved . | e .
uN=201, FZ=45 . N = 5; % = 55 . [N . ‘- . . N
P . i’ ‘ - .
. ] » l ‘ ‘)’/. . N . T .t

°

Management system: repeat tésting over time: This question was con-
> ™ . - '

B . o
cerned with the optimum number of att s to allov%r\zini given unit test.
The Center pollcy was to allow repeat testln However, it*.was felt that'a v

[ ~
. -

which would indicate that further .attempts were not heneficial tb h\-e.

7 ] . T 4 . -

stﬁdent and were contributing to congestion in the Center. Data from the ,

- ' : L -

percent correct.scores was prepared for “students who retested the same
- ]

unit test (see Tab

s




. . )‘ . ‘. 3 . ’ . . " 3 '
S . - ’ . ~ . % ‘ )
. ‘ x - .

TABLE 2. MATRTX OF SCORES FOR STUDENTS WHO

e gl . BEPEAT THE SAME TEST: FALL 1976 . .- %
. v ¢ Number of e Average Percent Correcfl - 7H?§ﬁmber of o
« T } " Times Tested 3 & S ) Students - .
. “ s "0 \\‘. 1 . " "570‘ '
~ LX) v - . -A
) 2 - 716
. ' T
- 3. - 511 - 57.8 67.1 \ < . 4333
. . . y ? v . o ) .
- ) 43.9  Sl.4 55.1 | 55.8 o f4 ]
o .50 . 43,00 532 55.6  47.1 ° 59.5 & 10 |
. - A 2 h . " N R 2
6 ' . 47.5 40.0 70.0 35.0  70.0 1 : ;e
> } N ) ) ~

7 Y : .

The matfix_;evealed that students Who tock the same test twice increased

2

. i ) o ’ ‘
their scores from 57.8 to 68.4 percent correct. Students who took a test three i

. \ @

. 'times increased their scores from 51.1 to 67.1 percent ceryect. Students who

°
v

‘retested more than three times failed to improve beyond the third attempt. . :

£ P - -
L . o - ot

, ‘ . . . C.. L e ‘ ,
While students who took a test bnly once received the highest #nitial scores,* ,

- . -
k] - R

-those students wha retested twice or three times received the highest final, = °*

. e

scores.

- [ . Py -
4 . ) P * :
’ ) g Z&\ Tutor effectiveness.. The data from the tutor activity recQr o

‘revealed that great variability existed in the number of tutoring sessions ‘
. - 3 . N

. within subject areas. as well as across subject areas. The number of sessions =

® - ‘ *

@_ . ,2ppegred to be related more to particular tutors rather than differing course . ©]
. reihiredents. - ) () — . J ;' . , ]
PR . , ) . \
. . , [ '
While more tutoring occurred-in the physical science and mathematics
) Ca . - - . . S
T areas than in the humanities-and social science fields, it was not established
that these differences were subject related. “ ) ‘ %
. ¢ - . \’ < . .
P An additional criterjon for judg}gg the syccess ‘of the tutoriag program "
- . . s - - E

was the academid success of thé students who were tutored. The following’

. ) {

P




ERI!

.t

rLbuLLon of greoes in the courses tau :ght through the

- v
- - .

tabledlists the dis

"““‘*“‘Ceﬁtéf“iﬁ"thejfa11_1916,::IheAayerage number of tutoring sessions foreeeeh

-

/
grade revealed a posltxve relatxonshlp between tue number of sessions and
" -
. the grade rece1ved for students»whl vere tested .(see ?able 3).
- | . et \ oo .
* * ' —' i N l‘
R , TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF GRADES BY NUMBER J .
Lo OF TUTORING SESSIONS R
—_ Total Total Number Total Number Average Number Range 'in .’
©  Grade umber Putored Sessions Sessions .*_Sessions
- ) \ ’ . N . ' B
-~ A 69 - 36 h 216 - ’ q . 1 - 30
.B 99 - 60 1348 5.8 1-24
. c 115 % £.,320 0" “ 4.3 ~ 118
. .. D’ 35 LN 109 .. 3.7 1-12 ¢
ol E K3°/ . 16 40 2.5 :7 -8 .
. . N i‘: . ‘ . . . . . . .
~ N - - .)
L ,/ - 4
"*One student received a "D".with 30 tutoring sessions and was deleted
from the analysis. . ' { ~
- ‘ » -
r‘ ’ ’ . * ) ) 6
3)# Item analysis. Item a;glysés were run for all unit tests in the
phyeical science courses. Item difficulties,were computed and the distr{bﬁtioh I
’ oR\responses to item foils was examined. A meeting was held with the instructor

h =~ Lo . .
from physical science to explain the role of item analysis in item construction.

The resulfs of\the analyses along with inpat from the tutor for the course were .,
. g , . . R

Additional meetings with the

R 2

used in the revision of items for that course.

¢

other instructors were planned.

4)

Client satisfaction. The questionnaire solicited fesponses to items
. :

about:

the management of the Centep

the Center's’role in the-students’

®

*

educational 1mprovement, the’ attltudks toward the tutors and whéther or not

. 7

the ftudents like comlng to the Center - (see Table 4)

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: 4 \
- -

t\ﬁ‘

4




W

the setting of deédline dates. .’ . 3

. percent preferred group sessions. - e ,

/ TABLE 4. ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES - iyt
Positive © 77 Neutral :; Nezgtrye

N ‘% : N % N -

—_

. kl) Mena ement o ‘ ‘

funckion , 7 1157 55% 604 29% 346 16%
* . ~ ~ -y s °
,(2¥"Eddcational 4 oL e L L »
"betterment . | 151  24% - 321 - \51%, ° 159  25%
(3) Tutor1n° . . ) \ ’
attitudes . 505  63% -3 2 \gs 0w
~ v v, < ) ‘ * T RN
(é)'Like'cpming r. .
. to Téaching - ) L T N
' Center ' . 69 327 .93 - 447 . 51 247

. "éeneral Attitude“ . . C : . ‘
(Totals) . 1749 54%, 1018 32% 457 . 147 j

PR . i -

. . . R . ~ el
PR
W

IS
.
‘ °

¢ > L

- Students were strongly favorabLe_toyard the testing and grading procedures.

-~ P

" The only areas of'tveakness pinﬁointed‘here the pri&acy of.the grading area and

b

0
’

Generally no opinion was expressed'about_the extent to which the Center

- P TN »
-~ . . -

contributed'towarq educational betterment. Some students felt that théy might
\..- N \ - N . A

have trouble adjusting to regular courses, befause those courses did not
allow for mgftxple testing and tutoring. . o

~

The_tutoriﬁg compqnent‘receiVed ‘the greatest proportiqn.of the favorable

responses. A majority preferred 1nd1V1dua1 tutor ing s 331ons; only twelve

<
- . » 0
L] -

h £

-
S -

The social value of the Center’ was assessed by a¥king the students if
H A " . S .

. e .
\ - ‘ P

.they liked coming. The largest category of respomses was‘neutral. When the- *
e N —A .
queﬁtlonnalre was adm:.nlstered0 the Center was: focapeﬂ in a temporary building

. . -

wplch w3gs im poar repair. Subsequently, the Center was mqved to a more

-~ ’

attractive location, and a follow- ueStlonnalre,showed a substant1a1 shift
5 0 QP q 3
o . .

¢ s

toward favorable responses on this item. ) .o <t
‘ . .f | . )
N - .- 10 ,
. L 4
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‘o , . . ‘Graduat ed Withdrew

. + SUMMATIVE EVALUATION
. T . : . .Y

The chlstrar malntalns a computer- based data file on students wbrch

d‘atee backto 1972. ‘This data ‘basefbrovided records for the ~study. The
’ * - e n’,‘ T ’ . 4

desigﬁqprovidéd'forﬂa'1ongitudina1 analysis of the success of the five .

3 . . . R ' . .
' groups of specidl admidsion students admitted from 1970-1975. Criteria for

e

S . v A . .
success wds measured by retentidn,.gradd point average, passing related non-

[ “
-« 8

Center courses, and choice of major. The relationship between’ grade point
: o : ; .

;.
. [
. ., . ’ P . . .

'~ average add Florida Twelfth Grade Test scores was 51sohexamined; ) -

0 v . - . 1 . " . [y
- to, Resu1t§ - K ) .

- - . . . 1
' L S e by, - .
Retention. Reténtion was, determined by grouping the specigl admission

students by -the year in which they enrolled as freshmen. Retertion rates
. . e e . . .
increased each year. &or- example, tyenty percent of the 1972 students had
- & . : * . .

3 » . .

-,

’graduatéd by 1976 (se& Table 5). . o '

' : ’ o > - . s
¢ . . -

. TABLE 5. AMNALYSIS OF WITHDRAWALS 1972-1976% S
. . High Achievers and Center Students

“: L]

Still Enrolled‘

Je

. High achievers 424 - . ﬁ/; 110 . - N =163 - " Ne="151",

.

S . - - %#T26 . Th= 38 %= 36

n
Il

N+ 24 CNe=-45 T N= b9
Ve 20 =38 - %= 4l

a . . .

) & ' ) "
Center students 1@8

ha Y

- T - p

v
.- *A %our year study "(1972-1976) followed a group of students with CLEP

credit and a comparison group of students with equal ability to
* determine- the1r patterns of academic achlevemsgt., The figures for
*  the high schievers id ¥able 5 were retentlon rates for the comparison
. § group in the CLEP study. , .

—

“ 7

» s ‘ ' ' .
wfortyrone percent of the students Were\stllr enrolled and thlrty—elght
~ -

»

percent had w1thdrawn. OE those students who withdrew, .slightly more than




g . ' 16 . -8
- \ - ‘ i . : e 7 . -

primcipal difference between the: special '
admission studengs and a group of high 'CHieMiggwgtudentT for which retention
. \ . M . ~ . '
~ gata was avallable was the reason_ for wrthdrawal Thir -$i% percént of the

+
\d . . M

hiOh achieving students who w1thdrew were in académrc d1ff1cu1ty compared to_.t R

Y —‘ L34 e °

L]
, ®. 7

sixty-two percent of. the special admission students-who withdrew. More of the

..
°
.

high achieving students had graduated, but @Yre of the specialzadmissiod S N

R R o

'studeats were still earolled. . . oL B ¢
: ' . . . L
Grades. Grades for special admission studentg'apgroximated the average - .

- grade p01nts for ail freshmen. Grades earned in Center courses'were hivher S ot

-
- -

than those earned for other courses, perhaps because of the mpltlple test1ng s

- . .
N [ i

. opRgrnunities~offered in the Center. - ' : BRI
> : - . . ] -
. Do Center'cdurses predictlsuccess in retated éourses? The;problem was

. .
o ] . LY . .
. «

deflned as the reIatlonshlp between the last course in a sub ject drea taken . g .
. ¢ .

e O

toy through the Center dnd the first course taken out51de the Center. Passing . Y

v
N N ‘s . L]

rates for the soc1a1 sciences were un1form1y high regardless of whether or , = .

 not the students had taken courses-through the Center. , Passing rates for
° - .- o <. 4 < * . .
b;ological sciEnce were uhifprmly low. 1In ph&sical scicence courses, passing
h rate’s increased from:1970 tp 1975-faor students who took preyious coursss;in ..
‘;bhysical science through"¢he Center. SimiLar'increases &éfe not fo ‘,forﬁ.
v » - c e :

-t ‘a

e
Malor flelds. The greatést numnef of spec1a1 adm1351on students R 1
) X , L, -
declared majors,1n’soc1al sciencd, witn educatron second and' business- third.
. \{ . D ' Y P “ - 4

* _ Enrollment ineducation.declined and increased in hea}th-re}atqd ields.
o~ . . . , - # et

.
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, , Flgrida Twelfth Gtade Test and grade point average. When all special, Ty

ES

. admisaion students yere ranked from 1ow to  high on che Florida Twelfth Grade .
P + - d v ~a - A . ) N

Test along w1th their freshman and SOphomore gri\e point averages, no g&ttern

N LI . . ’

e

gt ) ' TN ‘e
‘was apparent. Achievement test scores did not predrot ‘the retention of -
. f Y ) e ) et o )
students in the spec1£i admlss1on category ' . co o ™ v R
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The evaluation proguced data. related to .management efficiency and pro- -
g : N ' -
gram accountability. Howeuer, sofie deficiencies in communication between the

- ' . \
” :

éenter and the students, faculty and'other administrative units were evident.

These deficiencies were due not 6nly to'the failure to share,information,&but

. T S . : . . o ‘
‘ Alsd to the difficulty-in identifying the apprdpriate ofg}ces g;th which to . -

share the. data. . &n aﬁlarge university, considerable eﬁfort séould be expended

. W
’ < N

in locat1ng those persons with whom a communallty of interest exists. . arv\ !!
K+ L
*
The procﬁss of identifying the audiencg to receive the reports has a

- ¢

direct effect upon the type—of information cdlleétedeuuf%pon its delivery

system. Reports tend to vary infpurpose, form, and }n the amount of detail = .
included depending upon the intended audiense. The‘evgiuation projeot data

had to be reworked to meeg the requlrements oﬁ the Teachlng Center staff, the
-,-fv >
*+ »

federal government, students, adm1n1stratorsgjind other unlvar51t1es 1nterested

in the program. . >

. Wt B
~ B W e ol >
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" When the purpose of a report was to §§§§1de data for the. development of

- B
efficient management, formal evaluation mp ls were used;and extens1ve deta11

.

S 3 ¢ {

was included ﬁowever féderaiiréporting requirements~were dlfferentQ; These
. N . ;
+"reports nece;;

LY ﬁr

., by- the Office of Health Educatlon, and Welfare. < A thlﬁ? type of report, for

1tated the developmeﬂt of partlcular dataz in the form spec1f1ed

. ny
. students, was wrltten 1n a questlon and answer format and was related to problems

?b'
~ raised by .the students. Flnally, reports to_gdmlnlstrators summarlzed account- _

~»

ability'data and made policy recommendations. " These reports were most'effec—

.
e ‘ : / , ! ‘ - /' L4
) ' ' .ot . . v

" tives when they were short and concise. . - .

-
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. ’ The first task undertaken to improve gommunrcation within'the Center was .

ig - *
L L

the ‘development &f a technical manual in which the duties'ef the staff and the
b ) " i ' , .

) policies and procedures were delineated. Even though the manual required
vt - = g 4

¢ 2 T ’
constant revision, it did provide a record of the' development of the Center

’
.

. which was useful in the evaluation and was a)reference point for.all decisipn'

making. The manual helped to insure that some continuity was preserved during

. . - \ 3 .
» the development stage of the Center. The technical manual later became available

as a reference for other institutions who were seeking information on the opera-

5 «'tié;.of prograhs for (special admiss{on students. .

. « .

. A major obstacle to communication within the University was the scarcity
. . ‘ . ) i
. of available data on the target population of students. Even with a . computer- .
.based information system at the University, it was difficult and expensive t&
N 13 ( ’ . . )
retrieve information on the success of a particular group of studénts. The

#¥_ " Qquplication of effort and the ingccessibility of data at times resulted in con-
flicting reports generated on the same students. The-creation of a data base~

- - .. e . -
for the Teaching Center evaluation provided the opportunity to meet the needs -’

- . N L
@ =) N " . ., s .

of other university agencies. Meetings were held with all-interested administras
3 , ‘ . . .

- v -
tive units in order to insure that the new data base would meet their reporting

. ‘

’ w requirements. The coordination made possible by the maintenance of a cormmon data

base made communlcatlon between units a natural process because it was mutually
f 9 : A : o

beneficial. ‘ . ) f‘ ' E
- . = ) ) .
Procedural problems with the faculty and students were often directly

°
&

v ‘related tQ_poor communlcatlon, Therefore, a faculty newsletter was dlstrlbuted

N 3 v b

°'quarterly. The newsletter gave feedback from the evaluatidn pn the effects on

- . \J P -
l grades due to repeat testing, and any procedural problems which had emerged.
In addition, informgtidh about related programs in reading and writing skills ,V
- . / N N . .
. ' TEN W\
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;/. development or dther -services was transmitted{ Weekly reports on student prog- Ty

_// ress viere also,sent‘to faculty, the qthle;icrdepartment and DSSSP.

// . In order to keéep students well informed, posters and graphs were dis-

. . ¥ A " '\ .
// " played in the Center. For example, a i}ow chart was color _keyed to represent <

3 » .
test deadlines in course settions. 1In this way, studéngs were encouraged- to
. i . . > 2

.
-

avoid tésting during peak use periods. -L@aflets were also prepared to respond

- . . - ‘ 5. - B T

to questions or problems students raised on the client satisfaction queshion— .
. . . . S ;

naire. Feedback to students from-client satisfaction data was expected to

’ ' ) ’ ’ N '
\ improve the guality of thte responses to future questionnaires as well as|provide

LA

an evaluation. of student attitudes‘toward the Center.

- Finally,'quérterly prcg;gss reports havé been‘distr§Puted\within the
‘qéive;sity which- detail accountability inéo ation. The‘repor}s includ ﬁata

‘ ;on the number and gypé'of course sectidns using the Center servic;;, thg number

. of studehts enrolled in the Center sections, and the academic. progtres§ of the

-~

students. Accurate .information disseminated throhgﬁout the University has been

N o«
- — L

invhluable in counteracting suppositions incorxrectly hgld about special students.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 'y f

»
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The fo tiye phase of the evaluation of the Teachipg.dénter Qas_designed

to érOVide information to be used in the develophént of policies. The data in-

dicated that streamlininglOf the testing énd'grading procedures would alleviate
R - . ‘o . L] - .
some of the congestipn ét_peak use periods. 1In particular, limits on the amount
¢ ) N ' . o
- <

* and frequency of repeat téstingﬂwege war;anted,“ ‘

The overall eﬁfectivéngss of the tutoring program was'eétablished. How-
%.- . . . =~ ta *

ever, the tgtor;né program was not uniformly éﬁrdng in all'coursés. A tutor

4 '
-

‘training program was recommended in order to ‘provide a'more uniformiquality of

.
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» instruction. Finally, the analyses of the item banks did reveal a need for -

. ) . o .
. . further "improvement of the quality of the’items. S o

- . - .. ] N
+ “The summative evaluation indicated that Center students did academically

- N ! s ‘ . - . t. . N » -2 -
N survive at the University, and this success was not related to achievement-test .

J
. v -
- @
. “ ¢

‘scores. - : . i , . i T v . . -
* ‘ h ] . B . . o

The ultimate success of the Centert debends upon the sati§fac£ion of its

~ ’
e -~ 0 - .

AT ’ " W . . ) .
clients, the students and the faculty. The on=going evaluation effort prbmotes
t - s . . -~ L4
. . . Vs ) . qn * ' )
. a continuous assessment of the Center's activities. The interchangye of informa-

. - \ ,

tion resulting from the evaluation raises éuestions about policies, procedures,
and even the eyaluation itself. The assumption upon whith the staff oper#ées

- . .
M [y

. ‘ p . ' .
is that evaluation énd disgew;ﬁa@ipn promote the questioning which is thg key .

° . 3

to the development 'of a program satisfyyng to its clients. - '
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