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ABSTRACT
The goals of thisttudy vere to see if sociology
majors are different 'frQom other students in what accounts for their
interest in classes and secondly to see if the factors producing
nterest for sociology students vary by the type of class it is. The
udy wvas undertaken to help teachers make ad justmente which will
_increase interest, depending ¢n the composition and type of class’
being taught. Three factors were studled as predictcrs of course
interest: instructor comemunication, course stisulation, and course
icability. X random sample of sociology majors at a Midvestern
Uniéprszty‘éo-pleted a questicnnaire for each,class they were in.
FoUdT types of classes were represented: required courses in and out °
of sociology and elective courses in and out ¢of sociology. Findings
included the following. Imnstructor cosmpunicat ion wvas considerably
less important for sociolcgy mafors than it vas for students as'a
‘wvhole. On the otker hand, course stimulation was a much stronger
‘fredictor of interest for sociology majors than it was for other
students. There wvas little difference across the two sanples in the
inportance 6f course applicability (present or future). 'The three
factors'did vary in ‘importance depending on the class tybe.’
Instructor communication was the most consistently important | f:\
explanation of interest for all types of courses. The college
‘instructor gtill deserved mogt of the blame or credit for generating
student interest. (Author/R¥) . J
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Sociology Students, Interest,
o and Course Type*®

Abstract

The course interest of Sociology oajors was examined in tRree wéys:"
1) whqt ;srisbles are related to interest, 2) are Sociology majors different
than others in this regard‘ and 3) is interest affected by whether the course
is in or out of the pajor and required or elective.{ The results show that
Sociology and non-Sociology students’.intérest is affeéted by the same
factors but the importance (explained‘variance) of each factor differs.
When interest and related variables ere examined by course type, definite

differences appear, in overall interest and in the relative importance of

b ' . 1 .
" each variable. The discussion explores the importance of adjusting s
teaching strategies across courses given these differences. o
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_ Sociology Students Interest
. E and Course Type

What variables are related to the intenest Sociology students e3press

in their classes? Do sociclogy students differ from others in this regard?

. Is interest affected differently depending on the jtype of course the students
~ o v " . v o "
_ are in? These three questions will:be'exaninedywith the goal of Stimnlating'

Y 2

v L] - . J
thinking about the possible meed to use different teachind emphases in

-

different tfpes of courses.

-

Interest is a difficult comstruct to define and measure. It is both "

abstract and multi-dimensional. Yet, we know it exists, and we believeg it

-

is an important variable in understanding human behavior. Munn (1962)

. defines interest as a '""learned predisposition to react positively in certain
- / i il [ ]
: ‘
ways toward certain aspects of the environment."” He also suggests that

‘ interest is usually developed in relation to, and remnins allied to more

basic motives of the individual. It is risky to speculate what these

[

) "basic motives" (wants?) might be, for they certainly must vary tremendously

~nmong indiviqunls. However, some fairly widespread interest related wants
. . . . . -

could be novelty, excitement, order, personal'attention, positive evaluation;

and utility, among others.. The basic concern ‘in this paper is to find \\\<j
\

what aspects of the college instructional setting affect the'in@erest'of
. - . N ~

the student and therefore have ‘assumedly affected these wants.
IMPORTANCE OF INTEREST ’

Is it really important to try and create interest within the college

class#oom? The answer has to be yes for both academic and pragmatic

,
4

- reasons. Interest has been found to be directly related to achievement

- ' > (Granzin and Painter, 1975; Thomas, et al;, 1970). This suggests that

<

interest may be producing motivation to perform well. If Reece McGee

e
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(1974:213-218) is right in asserting that students really teach themselves,
and will teaeh themselees more if dotivated, then interest ehould go a
loﬁg way in creating that motivation. ! - ~
' | In 1973 the American Council on Education surveyed,l 074 sociologists
on their goals in teaching undergraduate students (Bayer, 1973) The  five
most highly endorsed goale by sociologists all require the creation qf an
'.-interest motivation if they are to be effected These %oals in order of
endorsement ere: to develop the ability to think clearly; to increase the
desire andtability to undertake self directed stddy, to master knowledge
in a discipline; to provide tools for the critical evaluation of contemporary
society; to develop cre;tive capecitiesl |If these are our goals as
sociology tedchers, then'logically we should oe attempting to isolate
means of facilitating them. |
;On the pragmatic side, interest is reIated to occupatiOnal choice
‘(Granzin'and Painter, 1975; Thomas et al., 1970); enjoyment (McGee, l974f;
learning (Ericksen, 1970) and course ratings (Granzin and Painter, 1975;

Thomas et al., 1970). This latter point is important because it has some \

interest spin-offs. For example, high course ratings are related to

-~

‘ : A3
students taking additional courses in a field (McKeachie, 1958; McKeachie \ * 4

and Kimble, 1968), a fact of significance in today's academic setting \\<(i>

-

- where allocation of limited resources is linked to student enrollment.
A i .
Unfortunately, according to Linsky and Strauss (1973), sociology faculties
on the whole receive some of ‘the lowest evaluations on teaching compared

to other fields. For these reasons, the present study was undertaken.

F

PROCEDURE

In a recent article (Gigliotti and Fitzpatrick, 1977) the results of
. —

-

a three stage study of predictors of college student interest are reported.

Q ; f;
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JThe possible predictor variables were selected by examining the scant

exiatent literature in the area as well as the literature on cousse and
instructor evaluation. Additionally, interviews were conducted with
students and faculty to see if they could add tb,the list. The three

studies were conducted on random samples of students from a cross-section

of courses at a large Midwestern University. By the third studj'the non

/

predictive and redundant variables had been eliminated resulting in three

L]
major factors (15 variables) which accounted for 66% of the variance in

expressed interest. These factors were called "Instructor Communicatiod,"
"Course Stimulation" and "Course Applicability" (see Table or variables
that make up tﬁeee'factors)‘ Further anaiysis showed t%at these threé
factors'were‘stable in the sensé that they did not vary much iL relative

or total contribution, by aée, sex, marital status,lgrade in school, credit
load, employment,‘number ot hours”emplgyed or overall grade point average.
In other‘worde, courSe applicability (reievance) for example, is not more
likely to produce'interest in young versus oln peonle or in men versus. -
wonen.and so on. There were only two things that.seemeé to produce a

signi¥icant variation in the relative importance of each factor; These

were the student's major an&‘the type of course being taken (i.e. required
&

or elective). These latter two findings were the basis for initiating this

. : L
fourth study. The study was executed on a simple random sample of sociology

majors at the ;ine Midwestern University " where the previous studies

" were conducted. In this study the "sociology students completed a quesgion-

naire (identical to the one tsed in the third study) for each class they

were in. This resulted in four types of classes: required courses in

\

and omt,of socinlogy' elective courses in and out of sociology.

¥
|
*b :
)
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. The'gogl of the fourth study was twofold: to sge‘if sociolqu majors
are different from other students in what accounts for’ their interést in
classes and secondly to see if the factors prodﬁciﬁg interest for sociplogy
students vary by the type of class it is. The imﬁortance of the findings_'
Tests in the ?ossibility of making teaching adjﬁstments which will increase
interest, depending on the composition and type of class being taughé.

v \ S e

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION .
*ARE SOCIOLOGY MAJORS DIFFERENT | j : | -
In Taéle 1, the Pearson zero-order correlation coefficients of each

prediétor variable wiﬁh interest are presented for the sociology sample

and also for a cross-sectional sample representing students from all majors.

— e En em e an am em em e e em o e wm mm e mm ae e e @ e En e A me Em e em R e e e = - -

The réader can}note the variables which through previous analysis (Giglioftilz ¥
and Fifzpatrick, 1977) weré_found to be prediéfive of interest.’ Additionally,
the factor (via obligque rotation) on which each variable léads fé presented ’
on the left side of the table. . The correlation coefficients for Eoth

samples are highly significant ahd fairly similar. By viewing .this table

we gét a sensé that while there are sdme seeming differences between
.sociology majors and othgr studenf;:/these differences tend to be minor.

'
Examination of Table 2 provides more insight into this question. ' i

- - emm e em am e v e am e e mm e em e ER en em e e @B ae M e e e e A S = SR e | S =

. ' ' . .
In Table 2 the results of a stepwise regression analysis.of interest
Q .
' : * K
on the three factors is presented. The fact that the overall multiple r
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and r are very Q#milar for the two samples is encouraging. This result

suggesté that thé,%aqtors;(and variables that make them ﬁP) are bo:bh
reliable and vgiid predictors of interest in college gtudenFs. These :
factors are algo vefy étrong'predictqgs of interest, giyen the great
amount of vafiance‘explained. For both samples the order of importance

- ’ . “‘J :
in‘explaining interest is the same.’ Instructor Communication is more

important than course stimulation which is more important thap course

applicability. This'was the order in which they were intrdduced into the

»
.. A}

regressioﬁ analysis, a facf which will definitely affect the amount of
variéhcgfwhich each accounts for. However, this order was carefully

determihed an a-priori theoretical and empirical grounds (Gigliotti and

Fitzpatrick, 1977). "

The most interesting part of Table 2 is the difference across the two

samples in the amount of interest variénce that each factor acgQunts for.
“ . .

"Instructor Communication" is considerably less important for sociolggy

majors than it is for students as a whole. This difference is alwmost 11%

in the explanation of interest. Omn the other hand, "Course Stimulation"

is a(ﬁnth stronger predictor of interest for sociology majors than it is

“for other students. Here again the difference is 11X in the explaﬁation of

inteTest. Finally, there is little difference across the two samples in

the importance of '"Course Applicébility." For socioloé&‘majors it accounts

- for about 1% more in explanation of interest.

Are sociology students different than other students in what accounts
for their interest in classes? The answer has to be both no and yes., No,
: 4 . M . - ‘
because the same variables that acdcount for interest in other students

aperate similarly for sociology majors. Yes, because sociology majors place

a differenf{ emphasis on the predictive factors than other studénts as a

’ ' /
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whole do. This fact has applied importance for a Sociology professor who

wants to increase interest in the classroom.

DOES THE TYPE OF CLASS MATTER? ’
' L i L . .
In Table 3 a comparison of the four types of cburses is made on the

°

predictor variables and the dependent variable‘of'intefest.

, . )
. Looking first at interest it is clegr that elective courses generate

more interest than required coyurses. Z?r sociology majors elective courses
. . : ,
outside of their field are more interesgting than electives within their
field. The difference is not signif ﬁant‘however._'These are followed by

| / .
required courses inside sociology;aﬁd lastly by required courses outside
= ,

. A ' ;!
the field (trails baq;§);l_ /; Co .

Looking at course applicability, sociology courses (on the wholq)‘are

judged to have more career relevance than other courses. However, required
sociology courses are eqd&l in judged career relevance to outside electives.

. .
If we look at overall judged relevance (not just career), sociclogy courses

don't do as well. Electives in sociology are about equal po'electives out-
side oflsociology.‘ Required sociology courses trail both -types of electives

" badly. Requifed courses outside of sociology are judged’to have little if

+

.
-~

any usefulness for sociology majors.
"Course Stimulation" variables are second to "Course Applicability"

variables in the differences they produce across class, type. This factor

v

largely reflects the content of a course. With one .exception, electives

outside of sociology are judged as equal to or more stimulating than any

"
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other type of caurse. This is generally followed by elecfive then réquired

caurses within sociology. Require& courses- outside of sociology again come

'
4

L " tdn last. One of the moresinteresting results here is the preAtourse'-
expected interest. The double influence of electives and courses in and

A . , :
-  out of the major show up clearly. The two electives are very high and

equal on pre-course interest. Requirg@{tourses in sociology are.a distant
vy
third, with reqpired courses outside of sociology much farther behind in

< "~ last place. Cohipare this pre-course interest‘with interest after one has
»

i been in the course. We ‘note that only socioloqucourses violate the pre-

course expectations. Sociology eiectives are judged to be less interesting
roo . _ o .
than expected and sociology required to be more interesting.

Fipally, the "Instructor Communication' variables show little
. ‘ 1 , e \
difference across the four types of courses. This finding lends credibility

<tp the study. While.we would expect differences on "Instructor Communication
variables from instructor to instructor,. we should not find differences on,
"Instructor Communication" variables across course type. This is true

unless the worst communicating professors are being consistently placed in

'

A certain tynes of courses, such as required ones. The only significaht

differences here show up occasionally when oitside rgquirements are compared

Y

. with some other types. This could be a-result of the larger size of these
s Mgervite" courses where some forms of communication, such as answering

- questions, could be inhibited. : N

1 4 .
The fdnal, most important and useful analysis appears in Table 4.

«

Hére we are asking Ewo basic questions. Are these three factors significant
predictors of interest for all four class types? Secondly, do the factors

vary in importance in generating interest depending on the class type‘7

! ~

-{ 10
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The answer to the former question is yes! ‘These three factors are
gignificant predictors of course interest for all four élass types. Examining:
"the bottom of~the table, we note a<multiple r ranse.from_,760 to .833 and
"an rzlrange?fron .578 to 694, These factors predict interest best for
electi;e courses in sociolqu“and least for elective;courses outside of
»sociology, However, in 3ll cases thelamount of varianceexplained is

_ ver; hign,‘and-significant.'.. -t ,. oo \
| Turning to the second question, the factors do vary in importance
depending on the class type. The instructor S ability to communicate, to

present the material clearly, is most important for generating students

. interest in elective courses. This probably reflects the self choice

4

aspect where the material is~prejudged to be stimulating and only the
instructor s ability to present it is problematic. By that logic, then,‘

we would expect that when students myst take a course, their concern will

.
\-'-- . ’ . .

_‘focus heavily on whether the material will be useful and reasonably

stimulating These would then become major factors generating student

.
interest. Table & prow}des evidence that this is so. Course Stimulation

.explains much more of the variance in interest scores for students in

. ‘required as opposed to elective courses.

A fascinating aspect of’ Table 4 is the amount of variance in interest
-explained by the "Course Applicability" factor. It appears that "Course
Applicability" or the oft heard phrase, 'relevance" really comes into play
only in required courses. Course Applicability explains over 9% of ‘
1nterest variance in courses required outside sociologyland almost 7% in

~

required courses in sociology. Contrast this with elective courses where

-~

, ~ -
the variance explained ranges from less than 1% to almost 1 l/2%. ~Why

this is so is uncertain. It is clear honever that instructors in required :

11
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, courses are’ at a diaadvantage andomust work harder to demonstrate relevance
‘.than counterparts in elective courses if they want to generate high interest.
This compensatory component could reflect the "norm of independence ‘that ¢ - :“
l%; Wagner Thielens (1977 177) contends exists among - the college student popu—' o |
‘ﬁation. A required course says you/‘%st," "you have no choiée The
4 instructor of such a course encounters a resistance" which in part can be

overcome by demonstrating that it is "worth it" (useful) after all. n T - | &

-

-

This discussion should not prevent us from‘eoting that Instructor -

Communication is still\ff;JEEAx consistently important explanation o.

interest. The relative degree of importance varies considerably across course

‘ .

type. In the elective courses it is the most important of the three factors,-

' accounting for all but 13% of the explained variance. In the required I

. courses its relative importance reduces considerably but nevertheless it , ,-

- still accounts for almost half of the explained interest variance in
required courses odtside of sociology. Required sociology courses are the
only setting in which it ‘reduces to second place in importance but still

_ accounts for about 382 of the total explained variance. It appears. from

'this that the college instructor still deserves most of the blame or

¢ -

‘eredit for generating_student interest.

CONCLUSION

s,

‘Wagner Thielens (1977:160) states "...a student's learning definitions :

require attention because they can have determining influence upon his

-
”

objective learning processes and outcomes." Within the context of W I. .
Thomas' oft quoted phrase we may contend that if students define a ciass

\. ‘ ) ‘. . . H
and its circumstances as interesting then the consequences can be

\

kdramatically‘improved learning and positiveness of~attitudes.‘
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\ | :‘In the present research we see tnat student interest is 1fnked to‘a
: ‘number of manipulable characteristics of the instrnctqr an! the class: Wé | ’
. . also ‘n‘ote that while the’ effect‘of these characteristics on ;.‘nterest is ' ,
i " fairly constant ac.ross a large number ofy demographic factors (Gigliotti B » '_ .
\ e : and Fitzpatrick, 1977), their effect does seem to vaty- signiﬁicantf[y : t‘ ,,_‘:' -
- '_ gy ,4" ’ depending upon the required/elective, in/out of major s:atus of a cour;'r ¥
| At | S Jt ‘dges not seem unreasonable to. conclude thst a*n instructor could adjust | _;-"*:':5
\ - ; “ | m/h;r a;proach and emphases to tesching when they hsve an awareness of -
| “.' : | the dif'fe:.&ent‘ial importance of these factors in the different typc'e “ \ ' ‘*-;
' ' ....f.." classes they . teach. ‘ ‘ \. - ,-t,»;kr,_'j ‘3 o .. ';"f.*','":? .- E -..._’,’;‘ .
N .‘ o In {an earlier artisle (Gigliottifand Fi}t:}:atrick 197‘7) suggestions " ,*
o wereunade on* how the: college instructor could manipul the v.ariab’."..es ‘ oo
‘ which are ineluded in each factor, so as to impmve‘ {:Ient interest. "" -
o , { These;fsuggestions .were drawn from interviews with college students and R *C s
- "best professors.';! In, ,reslity however it is difficult ta make valia Q I
. "blanket!.' suggest?f.ons. Effective adjustments, for’ example, i:a'making the. “'"
, SR eourse mo're apiglicable" or in presenting ideas understandably" .would v} o E
i AN probably vary ﬁrom course to course depending on s*:h thin%s as course con: " ‘ :‘_," .
I.‘, | tent, size, previous student training in the area and so on. ’I’he results ”
L presented in this paper provide a basis for instructor experimentation with ' ,;3‘:;:;-“’."
the variables: isolated and a strategy for deciding how 'much emphasis should :"‘5,",."{"
s " be. given to each in the different types of classes.‘ What specific adjust- |
o \ | Gments can be macfe requires the. instructor’ s situ%bnsl insight. A - ,r - ﬁq:
3 : suggestion would be to employ a pre-course, post-course interest ‘measure, % | | -\‘
with adjustments in different clas;es of the same course being the treament.
o Improvement in teaching requires the kind oi systematic observation e :"“
’ | just_discuss—caj. G‘ontrolled adding, chsnging and dropping of teaching




»u]

I
-
t, .
Ld
.
R
“a
-
. *
.
“e
.

\‘1

MC :

JAruitoxt Provided G

’ ~ . *
L - - .
Y > . . .
‘ e v « _° . .
- : - .
M -
> - L] -
. .
' ‘ 11 ‘
. . - ~ .
,. SR /
. Y
~ .
. . N . .

techniques over time can. yield the improvement that most co.l‘.l.e“b.t:
sex:iousl.y desire. . Tb.is paper ptovides x:n:te|t framework for maki.ng su

. . - .
e e

adjusments.‘v. by S “- o

«l‘ . N ] » A
R ) . .
(Y * v - . - )
. ‘ . . . ' ]
- X hd Y.
. . -
P - * -
. - - . .
toe LSRN 0 - - 4
’ .
‘ -
» .
. .
*
. -
‘ ~
’ ~ - L
. . -
»
- 7
4
- ..
" -~ - 3
.
. .
[
» . ‘
‘ *
'il . -
. rd .
f
.
-
: " .
. . . - %
‘ )
- . -
' -
B
| Al
. .
L -
., . .
. . X ) .
- .
”~ - -
. . .
L
<
A
. .
’ .
- . \‘ .
[ \ .
. . - . .
. -
N
‘ .
A"
1
- .
. .
.
~
. -
}
2 - ’ -
18 o
-
-
D
-~
. .
1
B
’ ~
. s
.
.. *
- & .
/
P -
.' ’
- . «
.
.
N . . ) \
v % .
- .
N L

eachers -

ch

- { o



. : . / . - IS ‘l v

Bayer,rA. E. (1973) ‘"Teaching'Faculty in Academe: 1972-1973." -

@A C.E. Resea:ch Report 8 2) Washington, D. C.: Americﬁh Couocil

"4 , . -

on Education,. > T s

-

)
A“

Ericksen, S. C. (1970) 'Earning and Le'arnio@ by the Houx" l-37-‘in. W. H.

IR S T N

. ' -Morris, (ed ), Effective College Teaching, Washington, D C.: American :

) & N N iﬁ ) ot -
Associ&tiou for Higher Education« _ *‘§_i-$.-’ R .- : )

Gigliotti R. J. and D. R. Fitzpatrick (1977) "An Investigefion}ioto':

the Factors Accounting for College Student Interest in Courses. o

L3

: EducationalfResearch Quarterly 2: 1 (Spring) 58~68. ‘ S
. ? NS ‘ ' o
' Granzin, K L and Painter J L. (1975) ﬁﬁ Multivariate Analysis of '

F\k . : Factors Underlying Student Evaluations of College Instructors.

California Journal of Educational Research 26(2) : 96-106.. f <.9

‘Linsky, A. S. ‘and M. A..Straus (1973) "Student Evaluations of Teaching. :

A Comparison of Sociology with Other Disciplines. Tea%?ing Sociology '

< »

oy Yol (océq) 103 118 - | I
~ - MoGee R.‘ (lq74) "Ddes TEachig; Make Any Difference?“ Teaching,Sociology,-
- voi. 1, No. 2 11):210-223. S o
&\‘ ,«"’z«?p Y\ "i \ v T - . ' . ’ N oo
- McKeachie, p S., (195 Students' Ratings of Instructors: A Validity °
| Study."‘ J. of Educational Research 51(Jan) 79-83. I .

McKeachie, W. J. and G. Rimble (1968) Teaching Tips. A Arbor,,uich..
) . . - . s 9 v g .
‘George Wahr. , L | f

-

o -“\\ginn, N. L. (1962) Introduction to Psychology. , Boston: Heughton Mifflin
> N . ’ . - g’a ‘

Company. ' ' .

onpany : - - - o .

. Thiélems, W:- (1977) '"Undergraduate Definitjons of Learning from’ Teachers."

Sociology of Education, Vol. 50'-July,‘pps. 159~181." o

Thomas, L E. ? Morrill, W. H., and Miller C D (1970) "Educational

.

*  Interests and Achievement. ' Vocatlonal Guidance Quarterly) 18(3) 199-202.

. | . . i




\ S 3 w0 A . \ .
» o L . - ““. A - o ‘
- ‘ \ ‘. "‘ | ° " . ..
~ o . . . 7 N i
/ | 'l ) . ‘ - i ! ‘“ |
- " > "A . r . a ) . ) . , .
v, ' < Y s d
e eeT o mablel v oot
‘ ' Correlagiona‘of‘lﬁteresg with Variables ) ; '
e ] - Tesr T FANX* " Cross . .
: . - S W X Sectional Sociology
g | 7 .+ . “Preddetor.. . . Sample - Sample
L : - . Variables — — _ N‘ ’213.. ‘ N ‘ 387 i
B o : ; - : . T o
e ~_ ‘Lectyre Speaking ﬁbility T - % - 1.
o © ' Clarifies Through Examples .33 . 1
- *.  Factor 1 .Presents. Ide&s’UanrStandably;' .61 S ) §
'  Instructor . Ability to Answer Questions = .55 - S .48
- Communication Degree of Lecture Organization 60 . - .38
. 3 gContinuity of,Lectures .67 W50 ‘§
P . | L7 SR .. _ Like Instructpr sterspnality ‘ '.627_\ | QGO;";
% R o ~ Interestingness of Text - | S9 .«65 .
"+ Factor 2 ' Informativeness of Text .56~ . .61 -
-, Course - Interestingness of Lect. Mat. 74 AL ¢
. - '+ .Stimulation Informativeness of Lect. Mat 73 ,;Gé
o : Pre-course Expected Interest .33 . 43
T . TFactor 3 : ‘.~-Coﬁrse Use for Career o .59 .53
Y- - Course ' Course Use: Pregent Personal - .50. «53
’ v Applicability Course Use: - Future Persémal . .5% 7 .57
’ Q&ll corrglatibns are significant at p < .001. - ":44 ’ ._“«A‘
~ - | | ,.\l.
]
\d o« )
' -
L __AA! . (‘.. ‘>. ‘ X .c
.~ ! “ & ) .1"' / .
“ . . ' . ‘ 9
x (- "
PN . l .‘ ) )
. ‘ o/ §.
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o v TaNe 2
— -'l-i,egression of Interes¥® on_“ Predictor Factors for Whole Samples
£ . Crosé&SeCtional Sa?n}lé 1 Soc. Sample .
S Y Simple Variance: P k - Variance
Predictor Fd&tors _ r _ Explained F - Explained F SO
. Instructor Communication | .706 499 ' 31,591 | .625 .390° 7 22.765
Course. Stimilation .736 24 739,953 | .783 .234  109.547
Course Applicability | .638 036 21.201 |%.598  .045 . 51.874
, , " Mult T = ,811 Mult T = .818
, ~rl = 658. . Crf o= 669 T
F = 130.378 F' o= 258,44 ¢ ' .
P ='< 001 P =< ,001
N = 206 N = 387 .
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‘Table 3

. *

i

. > ﬁeai‘i’)' Comparison® of the 4 Course Types
’ ?ypé 1 ‘Type 2 Type 3 « Type 4 ° - Non-
‘ » - Required ~ Elective Required Elective Significant
. Variables © - Outside Outside Inside - Inside Comparisonsb
by Factor Sociology Sociology Sociology , Sociology ' by Course
N Croupings-_ N =85 N = 80 N=139  N=75 Tybe
Interest . - . 444 6 79 . 5.87 _6.28 2-4; 3-4
>Factor: Course Co S . .
- ‘Applicability " .
Usefulness For ° . , : : e o
- Career | 3,14 5.88 5.84 6.61 53 .
Usefulness For ' .. o T N _ . ~—
Present Personal 3.18 5.61 4.37 ~5.40 2-4
. Usefulness For : S - o
_Future Personal 23,52 6.25 5.19° 6.23 2-4

Factor: Course

Stimulation _ ‘ ’
Interestingness ~ ' — - - . N
of Text - 4,58 6.26 - 5.14 - 6.046 - 1-3; 2-4
Informativeness - : ‘ , R
of Text 5.42 -6.89 6.10 6.69 2-4
Interestingriess of ‘ ' '
Lecture Material %.65 6.35 5.64 . «5.54 3-4
Informativeness of ) P
.Lecture Material 5.28 6.80 - 6.19 6.58 2-4; 3-4
, Pre-Course Expected ’ T
. Interest . 4.64 - 6.83. 5.30 6.83 ' 2-4
: Like Instructor's ‘ j
Rersonality® 5.67 7.16 . 7.30 6.57 .. 2-3; 2-4
. ¢ S ‘ /
Factor: Instructor ' ' . . ' &
Communication ‘ . L o ' .
Ability to Answer . . All but
~ Questions . 6.53 . 7.16 . F.28 6.79 1-3
Lecture Speaking L e : E All but
Ability 5.75 " 6.91 - 6.72 6.36 1-2; 1-3
Clarifies Through ' - ' .
Examples 5.41, 6.85 6.93 6.42 - 2-3;.2-4
Continuity Across ' ' ‘ -
 Lectures 6.44 . 6.93 6.46 6.42 All
New Ideas Presented .
Understandably 3.84 4,03 3.94 3.92 All
Lecture : . '
Organization ° ,  3.86 3.82 . 3.79 3.85 A1l
< P ~ £ =

. %For all variables, the higher the value the more positive the scbre. Values Tange
from 1 (Low)'to 9 (High) except "Lecturce organization" and "New ideas presented
understapdably" which range from l'(Low) to 5 (High).

ba11 comparisons are via t-tests for significance of difference between course
type means. All the  comparisons are significantly different (p ¢ .05) except
those listed in this column. Space limitations required this procedure. Those
not meeting this criteria for any given variable are listed in the right hand
column. . - ,
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» Table 4

Regression of Interest én;fsedictor Factors for Four Types of Courses

i ' Req. OQutside Soc. Elec. Outside Soc.: ‘'Req. Inside Soc. Elec. Inéide Soc.
o Simple Variance . X Simple- Variancég Simple . Variance _ Simple  Variance
Predictor Factors - T Explained F .Y Explained, F, r -. Explained F ‘r Expldined F
. N . L . ., ) . ) ‘ N ) ‘. ( ‘ . 7- ] , LR '. ..
- R I . . . . - . M s .
. Imstructor. .. T} - T A AN P R I L
.. Commuhication - .57 323 6.82. | .67 [ 448 4..4.02-1‘.;».48 * 7 .227 3,194 .75 v .560  8.56
Course ON e : . o S R o }
Stimulation {75 L e247 0 17.57 | W74 1}16 14,82 .72 .296.;‘40.82 .81 ..127 16.937
Course . o o ' R o
Applicability. .63 4, .094 22.51 44 .014 2.55¢ .57 069 22.68 b -, 008 1.772
X - . . .
! iy .
‘Mult r = 814 Mult 5 = ,760 Mult r = .769 a Mult r = .833
rZ = 663 R < = 578 r? = 592 - r?2 = 694
F = 53,169 F = 34.718 F = 65.188" F = 53.70 -
P = ,001 P = ,001. Pe¢= 001 P = ,001
N =84 N =79 N = 138 N = 74 b
- D.F = 3,81 | D.F = 3,76 D.F = 3,135 - D.F = 3,71
. ;
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