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ABSTRACT

An Introductory Sociology class enrolling up to 1,000
students fer semester was the group used in this experiment to
discover empirically validated means of teaching the mass class with
both emotional satisfaction to students and pedagogical efficiency.
The course was conducted in lecture-discussion style with two
lectures and one discussion meeting per week. Eleven teaching
assistants were responsible for four sections of eighteen students
each. The goal of the teaching program was to teach students to think
analytically using sociological concepts. Student achievement was
based on essay papers. Four semesters of data are presemted in 20
tables in this report. Tentative conclusions were: many common
beliefs about the influence of the graduate teaching assistant are
not supported by the report data; what does happen in the TA's
classroom appears not unlike what can be expected to happen in any
classroom, regardless of the professional status of the teacher; we
know little about the ways in which the manifold influences to which
students are subjected in the college classroom act upon them to
produce the results we see. (Author/Vw)
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THE GRADUATE TEACHING ASSISTANT: EFFECTS ON
STUDENTS IN LARGE UNDERGRADUATE COURSES

The role of the graduate teaching assistant and his effect in the
classroom--particularly under conditions of relative independence--has
long been a matter of concern to departments employing large numbers of
graduate students in teaching capacities. Questions as to the quality
of instruction offered by graduate assistants, similarity of behavior in
multi-section courses, comparability of instruction with that offered
by teachers of professorial status, etc., have all been common for years.
More recently, in response to unrest among university students, often
incited or led by graduate assistanfs, questions have been raised con-
cerning graduate student political activity and inclination and their
effects--or those of deliberate indoctrination in the classroom--on
students and teaching programs. Perhaps a corollary of the later concern
is the nmotion often expressed on the part of undergraduate students that
they must concur with "T.A. bias" in order to seoure satisfactory grades
from their graduate student mentors. (In introductory sociology, for
example, that they must express liberal attitudes on the topic of race.)

Tpe purpose of this paper is to begin to explore empirically the
effect of the graduate teaching assistant upon students in the university
classroom. We recognize at the outset, of course, that the rigid controls

over all relevant aspects of the experimental situation demanded by




scientific precision can never be met in any actual teaching millieu
remotely resembling "the normal classroom," perhaps particularly not when,
as in our case, the class is one conducted on a mass scale. We believe,
nonetheless, that relatively reliable information can be derived to advance
owr knowledge of the problem area.

The data presented here are a product of the Purdue Experiment in
Mass Instruction. This has been described in detail in earlier repor'l:sl
but can be summarized as follows. The Experiment is an on-going effort
of the Department of Sociology at Purdue University which utilizes the
very large (up to 1,000 students per semester) Introductory Sociology
class as an experimental group on which to test varicus teaching devices.
The goal of the experiment is the discovery of empirically validated
means of teaching the more and more common mass class with both emotional
satisfaction to students and pedagogical efficiency. To this end students
in the course are required to complete a personal history questionnaire at
the beginning of each term and a major course evaluation at the end. Both
contain personality scale items, a before-and-after "general soci.o'io'gy
information" test, etc. Additional information such as S.A.T. scores,
attendance records, etc., is also collected.

During the four semesters in which the data presented here were
gathered, teaching in the course was conducted in lecture-discussion style
with two lectures and one discussion meeting per week. The course coordina-
tor, a senior faculty member, was responsible for lecture while discussion
sections were met by eleven or twelve teaching assistants each responsible

for four sections of about eighteen students each. The goal of the




teaching program at this time was to teach students to think analytically
using sociological concepts rather than necessarily mastering facts or
data. Consequently conventional examinations and term papers were dis-
carded in favor of evaluation based on essay papers ("think pieces") the
number of which changed during the semesters repcrted here from eleven to
nine to four with corresponding increases in length of from two to five or
six typewritten pages. Records of attendance in lecture and discussion
were kept (although attendance was not required) and grades were based
solely on papers and brief reading quizes.

Some attempt was made during all four semesters to maintain
teaching assistant comparability in grading and classroom performance.
For the first three terms reported here (where students wrote eleven,
nine and nine papers, respectively), topics for papers were invented by
the course staff and their focus and scope agreed upon. In addition, ten
percent of each T.A.'s papers (T.A.'s assigned grades in the course) were
traded every assignment for grading by another tutor and by the course
coordinstor and his administrative assistant. Grades assigned to individual
papers by these three other persons were reported back to the original
grader although he was not required to abide by their opinions. This
system, while compulsory only in requiring the distribution and extra
marking of ten percent of all papers received, did result in a considerable
reduction in variation in grades awarded by different teaching assistants.
It wes abandoned in the latter semester reported here as a result of the
reduction in the number of papers required and the greater consequential
T.A. autonomy. Some comparability was still attempted, however, through
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collective discussion of assignments and their aims and focus. Final
grades were also controlled to some extent through dictation by the course
coordinator of the proportions of each letter grade to be awarded to the
class as a whole although no student had an earned average reduced by this
method of "curving." (Which was not applied rigorously to grades awarded
by individual teaching assistants; thus an excess of "A's" among the
students of one T.A. might be "made up for" by an excess of "D" or "F"
grades among the students of another although T.A.'s were urged to conform
as much as possible to "curve" guidelines.)

Data reported here consist of information obtained from questionnaires
administered to all students in the course in each of the semesters studied
(N=3358). They involve eleven "evaluation items"--student ratings of
different aspects of the course, one "performance variable"--final grade in
the course, and six "background variables"--student characteristics as
self-reported on the personal history form. Most evaluation items and two
background variables (political position and social class position) were
reported on five-place scales. Several background variables are reported,
first es cross-tabulated by evaluation items and then as controlled for
one or more other background items, in each case as parcelled out (controlled
for) tutor. In this way the effects of individual tutors (T.A.'s) and
variations in results resulting from introductions of that control can be
Seen as separated from variations attributable to other variables. Specific
conirol variables (or background characteristics) were selected by "face
logic": that it was reasonable to hypothesize that sex, rural-urban origin,

etc., might well effect response to and performance in the course.2 The




tables are offered only as exemplary of the kinds of teaching assistant
influence our data demonstrate and do not attempt to reveal all possible
cross-tabulations for each variable. Preliminary analyses3 had shown
relatively little general relation between structural course variables and
student evaluation of the course. When gamma matrices were constructed
describing the asscciation between student course evaluations and student
background characteristics with controls for graduate assistants added,
however, variation increased notably suggesting that teaching assistants
have a demonstrable effect on student reactions, even under the rather
circumscribed conditions reported here, but do not in any sense determine
them. Students apparently remain capable of maintaining objectivity in
course evaluation and much of the influence which the graduate assistant
is seen to have must be regarded, at this point, at least, as inexplicable.
Specific analyses follow.

Rural-Urban Origins

Table 1 shows the cross-tabulation of students' origins by their
evaluation of the course controlled for: semesters in college. In general,
all associations (gamma) are low with no particular variation associated
with maturation as defined by the semester measure. There appears to be
no meaningful relation between either origins or semesters in college
and performance in the course as measured by final grade. The directions ~-
¢® the associations are consistent from semester to semester and variations
in course structure do not seem to have affected them. Table 2, which
controls for individual teaching assistants, shows gamma associations

somewhat greeter indicating that tutors had more important influences over




student's evaeluations than did simple length of matriculation in college.
The greater variation in association for most evaluetion items, however,
mey be interpreted as indicating that whatever influence tutors had was
more widely variable. Some teaching assistants do seem to influence their
students as related to those student's origins, others do not. This
interpretation is supported by the fact that variation seems to increase in
later semesters where tutor autonomy was also greater. Table 3, which
controls for sex of student, shows the greatest variation in associations
Yet seen both within and among students of either sex and between sexes.
Men and women appear to react differently to different evaluastion items
(as shown by differences in direction of the association indicated by
sign). This veriation is increased notebly by controlling for tutor,
Table 4. We conclude, in general, from Tables 1l-4 that when origins are
considered, the impact of teaching assistants upon students is more
greatly related to the sex of the student than to either the student's
experience of college or the tutor's personal characteristiecs. The
variation, however, seems to be related more closely to the control for
tutors than sex of students, that is, more variation is introduced by
controlling the data for tutors than for sex of student.

Recent years have seen an increase in the "politicalization" of the
university and in charges that teaching personnel--perhaps graduate teaching
assistants in particular--have used the classroom as a "soapbox" from
which to voice individualistic political and social opinion. Sociology,
e8pecially, has been subjected to such charges. In & program such as that

described here, such issues are obviously important ones and such behavior,
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if present, might well influence student reactions to the graduate assistant
and to the course. Equally, if the course were itself politically "loaded,"
students' political attitudes would also be salient to their reactions to it.
Our data provide some insight into +these matters.

Table 5 presents a composite Picture of the association between
political beliefs of students and their evaluation of the course. Consider-
able consistency is manifested over time. While the range for all scores is
* .18, more than 80% fall within the + .10 range. Directions of associations
remain relatively similar for all semesters reported. 1In general those
defining themselves as more liberal are slightly more likely to report approval
of the course, the lecture and the teaching assistant, slightly less likely
to find grading harsh or unfair and, for three of the four semesters, are
slightly more likely to receive higher grades. The self-defined more con-
servative are slightly more likely to prefer the more normal system of exam-
inetions and term papers to that used in the course, to attend lecture more
frequently, and to blame the course structure if performance is inadequate.
In general, then, the course as presently structured appeals somewhat more
highly to students who define themselves as liberal rather than conservative.

When these same relationships are controlled for number of semesters of
college matriculation, (Table 6), patterns of some interest begin to emerge.
For the most part, for those who are in their first semester of college,
assoclations remain relatively low with Variable directionality. For more
advanced students, the political position of the rating students seems to be
i most imﬁortant for those in their second semester of college and this rela-

tion holds true for all four semesters studied. Student 's political beliefs,
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thus, seem to structure ratings most highly during the latter half of the .
freshman year. The general picture presented by Table 6 is that increasing
experience of college increases both the range and amount of variation in
response to the course when such responses are controlled for students'
political beliefs. In general political position does not seem to be much
related to course evaluation but whatever relation does exist may be a func-
tion of lack of college experience.

Table 7 shows student course evaluations as influenced by political
position when controlled for tutor. The use of this control introduces
substantial variation in ratings. It appears that in earlier semesters of
‘the course vhere tutor performance was rigidly controlled, the general
response to tutors was unaffected by student's political position. When
TAs were given greater latitude (last semester reported), a relation appears
between students' political positions and tutor evaluations with more liberal
students prefering both their tutors and the system of instruction somewhat
more than more concervative students.

We do not possess empirical measures of tutor's political attitudes.
Most, certainly, were more or less typical of sociology graduate students
everywhere, tending toward the liberal end of the political spectrum althovgh
not more than two or three of those reported here are known to haire styled
themselves "radical." Either as assessed informslly or by self-report, how-
ever, individual tutor's political beliefs cannot be shown by these data to

affect student evaluation of the course. Variations in ratings do not appear

to be consistently associated with either "more liberal" or "more conservative"

tutors. This is an important conclusion even though the evidence supporting

it is “soft."
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Tt is also important to note that vhile student assessment of both
'_'hardness" and "fairness" of grading does vary widely according to tutor v;hen _
controlled for student's political position, (and the variation increases
during the last semester when there was greater TA autonomy), the variation

in actusl grades given to students is small and the relation between grades

given and student political position is low. The graduate assistant, then,

is capable of maintaining grading objectivity despite student political

beliefs which may differ from his own. This, too, is an important finding
because it contradicts so much undergraduate mythology concerning the necessity
of "telling the TA what he wants to hear."

Table 8 shows student evaluations and performance by political position
as controlled for sex. In general the introduction of the control for sex
does not discriminate: men and women tend to rate similarly, relations are
low and variation is small. What variation does occur does not appear to be
consistent either as regards sex or political position and the total range
of veriation for all four semesters and both sexes is only from -.lk to + .20.
Sex, then, does not appear to have any significant effect on ratings already
controlled for political position.

Table 9 cross-tabulates student course evaluations and political positions
as controlled for se:r and tutor and again, as in previous displays, the intro-
duction of the control for individual tutors shows significent increases in
both magnitude and variation among gamma scores. Student politicel position
is related to reaction to the course as influenced both by their tutors and
their own sexes. Sex appears to be on influenticl verioble wvhen the tutqr

control is added. In what appears to be the typical instance, when a very
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high association is reported for a particular evaluation or performance
variable for a tutor's students of one sex, the magnitude of the same relation
for his students of the other sex will be low. Directionality wvaries, in-
dicating that the influence of political position is inconsistent. Both
magnitudes and directions of relationships vary for a given tutor over time
indicating that the reiations among the variables, wvhatever they are, are
not the product of tutor sex bias (which could be expected to be consistent).

It has long been recognized that, like sex, social class position often
Plays a significant role in individual reactions to specific situations.
Exploring this variable in the data, we find this expectation apparently
supported. Social class of student, (as measured by the Hollingshead scale),
seems to have some influence on general reaction to the course of instruction.
The cross-tabulation of social class position by evaluation and performance
items (Table 10) appears to show little variation. All associations range
around zero with little consistent pattern. With the exception of four
evaluation measures, even direction of association is not consistent over
time. Those that are consistent in direction may be interpreted as reflect-
ing expectable class biases: the higher the social class of the student, the
more likely he 1s to respond favorably to lecture, to prefer essay measurement
over conventional testing, to like the course in general and to receive high
grades. These relationships are all very slight but would demonstrate con-
sistencies dvue to social class stending.

Table 11 presents the relationship above (social class of student by
evaluation of course) controlled for sex of student. For most variebles

there is very little difference between the degree of association for males
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and that for females. The consistency in direction for the four items
mentioned above is for the most part maintained. This table mey be read to
suggest that even controlling for sex, social class seems to play a small
part in influencing response to the course. In Table 12, however, the
control for individual tutor is once again introduced with the result thet
the directional consistency of the four evaluation items disappears while
variability among associations increases. This would seem to indicate that
tutor behavior mey tap class~based reactions in students which are submerged
or suppressed until controls for individual tutors are introduced into the
data.

When these relationships are further controlled for sex of student as
well as for tutor, (Table 13) the associations between social class and
response to the course becomes even stronger and more variable. For most
of the TAs the influence of students' social class is clearly confounded
with sex of student. Thus the relation between an evaluation measure and
social class may be very high positive for a particular tutor's students of
a given sex and low or negative for his students of the other sex. There
appears, further, to be little or no consistency for any item. We must
conclude on the basis of these data, therefore, that while social class
seems to play a rather important role in determining reaction to the course
when filtered through a particular graduate assistant and controlled for sex
of student, that role is an interactive one which cannot be discerned with-
out controlling for those variables. Messing the data without such controls
actually mesks or suppresses the influence of the class variable.

It has been apparent throughout these deta that the influence of

student’s sex is sometimes important in determining direction or magnitude

. 14
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of assoclations between student reactions and other variables or for the
assessment of the influence of other items. There has also been some
suggestion in previous tables that the significance of this factor may be
influenced by student sophistication or maturity as measured by number of
semesters of college experience. Table 1k explores the relation between

sex and evaluation items. Again there is little consistency. Variability
of gamme is small with a range of no more than .18 on any variable through-
out the four semesters on which data is presented. Consistency of direction
is maintained on only two variables, preference for essays (males slightly
more likely to prefer essay system of grade assignment) and blame for inade-
quate performence (males slightly more likely to blame course structure).

As an independent variable, then, sex does not appear to account for student
reaction tg the course. When these same relationships are controlled for
semesters of college experience, however, (Teble 15), sex becomeé more strongly
associated with evaluation items. Number of semesters of college experience
does appear to make some difference in how students react to the course al-
though there is little consistency in the direction of the associations,
suggesting that other variables may be operating to "scramble'" any sexual
consistency present.

Previous tables have suggested that the control for the specific graduate
assistant is necessary one since the student's experience of the course is
funnelled through an interaction with a teaching assistant. Table 16 shows
sex of student by number of semesters in college according to student reaction
with the control for tutor added. The hypothesis that response by sex is

influenced by TA is only partlally supported as regards college experience;
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variation among gamma values is relatively high and again there is little
consistency in directionality, (i.e., whether the course appeals primarily
to males or females). On a few items there does appear to be a generally
consistent direction: on the whole, women are more likely to receive higher
grades, men more likely to prefer the essay system and to perceive grading
in the course as hard. The data do not support the hypothesis that sex of
student and TA interact in any predictable manner although among the tutors
represented for more than one semester, at least two do seem to elicit similar
responses, e.g.,

Tutor Robert A.

Spring 1969 -.10 -.23 -.06 -.39 .17 .02 -.35 .25 .46 L4 .07 -.48 .21 -,39 .28
Fall 1969 .18 -.43 -.34 -.16 .25 .07 -.13 .17-.07-.20-.07 -.37 .21 -.4O .35

Tutor Janet

Spring 1969 .05 .0l -.07 .17 -.13 .35 -.34 .13 .0l -.20 -.12 .47 .11 -.17 -.01
Fall 1969 .03-.23 -.19 .00 -.05-.03 -.30 .26 .39 .32 -.09-.21 .08 -.00 .38

Other TAs present for more then one semester receive responses which differ
somewhat from semester to semester.

The data are thus subject to a somewhat tenative conclusion: given
the increased strength and variability of responses shown when controls for
teaching assistants are added, (over response to evaluation items uncontrolled
for tutor), it is possible to suggest that there is some effect as a result
of the interaction bety{t_aen student's sex and the particular TA. However,
because this interaction appears to be inconsistent both between and among
TAs, perhaps due to the intervention of other variables, it is unpredictable

from these data.

16
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Semesters of College Experience

Table 17 shows the association between numbers of semesters of college
experience and course evaluation for the four terms here surveyed. In
general, the reletionships appear quite low, ranging around zero, and fairly
consistent from term to term for specific items. Except in the first tem
studied, performance (as measured by final grade) seems to have little
relation to duration of college experience.

Teble 18 shows the same relationships, this time as controlled for sex
of student. The addition of the ccntrol variable appears to have little
effect upon the association of the other varisbles: values remain low and
range about zero. Introduction of the control on sex does reveal some minor
sex differences in response among students not all of which are consistent,
even in direction, from term to term. Magnitudes of associations appear

; generally consistent over time.

| Teble 19 relates numbers of semesters of college experience to evaluation
items as controlled for individual tutors. Variatiohs are notably greater
with many cells departing from zero by substantial degrees. The length of

the student's college experience, then when ordered by teaching assistant,
produces greater associations with evaluation items. Gamma as high as .60

and .67 are seen in one case (Spring 1968) for associations with grade indicat-
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work. In other cases the association with grade is zero. Magnitudes of
assocliation are not consistent among tutors nor for individual tutors over

time. Results from one individual over three consecutive semesters are shovmn

below for illustrative purposes.
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Tutor Robert M.
Fell 1968 -.23 .24 -.05 -.20 .03 .01 .08 .12 -.31 .17 -.18 -.12
Spring 1969 -.04 .08 .05 -.2k -.04 .00 -.4k -.59 .53 .20 -.06 -.20
Fall 1969 .13 .36 .26 -.02 -.05 .55 -.11 -.27 .36 .10 .18 .08
As can be seen, some of these results are generally consistent in magnitude
but vary in direction over time while for others the reverse tends to be
true. No consistent patterns appear for any tutor. It is possible, therefore,
to draw the very general conclusion that the tutor has more influence on
course evaluation than does experience in college but that the degree and
direction of such influence -- even for individual teaching assistants --
mst be a function of interactions with particular groups of students or of
other matters and are, therefore, unpredictable.

Table 20 shows the same cross-tabulations with the further control for
sex of student added. The magnitudes of differences in the associations shown
increase even more as a result of this control so that we may again conclude
that the TA's influence on course evaluation is importantly affected by the
sex of the rating student. In some cases, as shown in the abstracted results
from one tutor shown below for illustrative purposes, directions of associa-
tion remain consistent over time suggesting some consistent sex effects,
perhaps as a result of the sex or other attribute of the tutor. ITn other
cases this is not true. For the tutor shown, for example, (a female), assoc-
iations of ratings from male students (overall course rating - boxed) are
consistent i.e., as college experience increases, méles are more likely to
like the course, and are of substantial magnitude. For female students of
the same tutor these ratings are lower in magnitude and shift direction over
time.
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Tutor Janet

Spring 1968 .36 .29 .42 .23 -.08 .15 -.19[-.56]-.02 .08 .14 .5k
Fall 1968 .88 -.42 -.64 .50 .39 -.90 .35|-.52| .55 72 =45 .00
Spring 1969 .43 -.40 -.351.00 .11 -.32 .17|-.37 .70 .15 -,00 .L5

Spring 1968-.27 .28 .06 .32 .23 -.11 -.27| .13]|-.13 .24 .25 .06
Fall 1968..01 -.25 -.13 -.11 .33 -.U5 -.19] .00 .33 .50 -.12 .35
Spring 1969 .10 -.53 -.45 .06 .02 -.17 -.05|-.13| .18 -.01 -.13 -.10

Our general conclusion from. this group of matrices is that experience
in college as expressed by number of semesters of enrollment is not importantly
related to students' evaluation of the course but that such interrelations
are significantly affected by individual teaching assistants, perhaps as a
function of the greduate student's sex status in interaction with sex of
student. Such effects appear unpredictable » however, and may be capricious

even for individual assistants.
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Sumnary
The purpose of this paper was to attempt an empirical assessment of the
influence in the classroom of the graduate teaching assistant. Much has been
said about the effects TAs have on students and even more is believed about
it by faculty and undergraduates alike. Some of these beliefs, indeed,
approach the status of myth, i.e., that TAs use their classrooms as vehicles
for political indoctrination and that students must agree with TA biases or
else be punished by reduced grades. While the date presented here are not
generalizable beyond the large experimental class in which they were gathered,
and while their interpretation is not always clear, some conclusions concerning
the role of the graduate assistant in this course during the periods to which
these data refer seem justifiable.
In general it seems fair to say that specific 'background variables"
such as sex, social or political position, etc., do not seem to much affect

student reaction to and performence in the course in question, when considered

as independent variebles. When used as dependent variables in conjunction with

a similar measure acting as independent, greater variation in and magnitudes
of relationship are usually introduced, although these are likely still to
remain relatively low. As a general principal, relations between student
characteristics and evaluation or performance in the course are found to be
greatest when controls for individual tutors are applied although both the
directions of such relations and their consistency over time are typically
highly variable. We conclude, then, that the graduate assistant who is in
charge of a discussion section in a course such as this does exercise an

important (although hardly ciéterminative) influence over student reactions
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to (and presumably experience of) the course. That influence is a complicated
interaction effect, however, the influences of the student's sex, political

or class standing, etc., interacting with some characteristics of the tutor
produce the relationships shown here for particular students and these are

the consequences of individual factors in most cases since the same tutors

do not consistently produce similar reactions in the same kinds of students
either in direction or magnitude. It is also important to note that varia-
tions in these relationships seem to be increased by greater teaching assistant
autonomy in the classroom and decreased by reduced TA autonomy.

Finally, some popular myths appear to be contradicted by these data:
"liberal" students perform only slightly better in the course than self-
defined "conservatives" and the latter approve of the course only slightly
less; by themselves the political positions or attitudes of graduate assistants
do not eppear to affect either their assessments of their students or student
assessment of them or the course; social class of students alone seems to have
little epparent relation to student performance in or rating of the course
although some slight associations in expected directions appear; sex biases
on the part of either tutors or students do not appear to influence the daﬁa;
experience in college may be highly related to performance in the'course (as
measured by final grade received) but only for the students of certain grad-
uate assistants, and even this relation is deeply confounded by the sex of
the student.

We conclude, then, that in a sense we know less than we did before.

The influence of the graduate assistant upon the student in the mass course

is important but far from simple; it is highly variable, even for individual
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assistants, and shows little consistency over time. It is, apparently, a
function of the interaction of the individual TA with the particular student

or class and, at least so far as these data are concerned, no predictions

about it are possible. Three important conclusions can be tentatively drawn,
however: (1) many common beliefs about tﬁe influence of the graduate teach-
ing assistant are not supported by these data: (2) what does happen in the

TA's classroom appears not unlike what can be expected to happen in any class-
room, regardless of the professional status of the teacher: individuals
collide intellectually and emotionally and the greater the variation permitted
the teacher, the more various the results upon his students; (2) we do not know
very much really, about what actually happens in the college classroom, about
how our students react to us or why, or the ways in which the manifold influences

to which they are subjected act upon them to produce the results we see.
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NOTE TO THE READER: In the following tables, all columns are numbered to
facilitate spacing on the page. The column numbers in all tables correspond

to the following headings for each column.
(1) Overall Evaluation of Lecture: 1 - above average; 5 - below average.

(2) Overall Evaluation of Tutorial System of Teaching: 1 - of great value;
5 - of no value.

(3) Evaluation of Assigned Teaching Assistant: 1 - of great aid; 5 - of no aid.

(4) Preference for Essay System of Grading: 1 - strongly prefer essay system;
5 = strongly prefer conventional exams.

(5) Severity of Grading: 1 - grading perceived as harsh; 5 - grading per-
ceived as easy, "a snap'.

(6) Fairness of Grading: 1 - grading perceived as more fair than most;
3 - less fair than most.

(7) Adequacy of Essay System as a Measure of Performance: 1 - not a good
measure; 3 - a good measure.

(8) Overall Evaluation of All Aspects of Course: 1 - far below aversge;
5 - well above average.

(9) Regularity of Attendance at Lecture: 1 - rarely missed lecture;
5 -~ rarely attended.

(10) Source Blamed for Inadequate Performance: 1 - lecturer; 2 - teaching
assistant; 3 - self; 4 - no one.

(11) Evaluation of Teaching Assistant's Class Preparation: 1 - very well
organized; 5 - very disorganized.

(12) Final Grade in Course: 2 - failing; 6 - "A".

(13) Social Class Standing as Measured by Hollingshead Two Factor Index:
1 - high social class; 5 - low social class.

Coding of Other Variables

Sex: 1 - male; 2 - female.
Rural-Urban Origins: 1 - resides on farm; 7 - resides in megalopolis.

Semesters in College: 1 - in first semester of college; 4 - in fourth
semester or more.

Self-Defined Political Position: 1 - very conservative; 5 - radical.

b, X3
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Table 1

Rural-Urban Origins by Course Evaluation

Controlled for Number of Semesters in College

e G ——

(gamma)
Semesters of
College 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
T Spring 1968 R

1 -.00 -.16 -.07 -.05 .07 -.12 .04 .11 .17 .05 -.1hk .16 -.24
2 -.08 -.10 -.10 -.08 .00 -.00 .14 .13 .10 .11 -.05 .17 -.20
3 or more -.11 .0l -.00 -.03 -.13 -.01 .01 .07 .07 -.04 .01 .12 -.05

: Fall 1968
1 -.00 -.05 -.09 -.04 .04 -.07 .01 .09 .ok .08 -.02 .08 -.16
2 -.09 -.03 -.03 -.11 -.14 -,00 .02 .1k -,19 .13 .09 .16 -.15
3 or more -.12 -,07 -.11 -.03 .01 -.12 -.02 .1h4 .11 -.09 -.01L .08 -.16

Spring 1969

1 .04 -.09 -.08 -.10 -.03 -.16 -.03 .11 .32 .03 -.07 .03 -.1l7
2 -.06 -,07 -.08 -.,08 ,.04 -,06 .07 .11 .1k .05 -.07 .01 -.27
3 or more -.08 -.14 -,18 -.15 .18 -.14 .06 .21 .01 .1l -.15 .l2 -.20

Fall 1969
1 -.12 -.02 -.01 -.02 .10 -.16 .17 .l7 -.00 .10 -.03 .18 -.29
2 -.10 .12 .09 .03 -.04 .05 -.18 -.07 .02 -.15 .08 .10 -.02
3 or more -.09 .01 -.06 .04 -.06 .02 .01 .14 .01 .11 -.03 .09 -.16
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Table 2

Rural-Urban Origins by Courge
Evaluation Controlled for Tutor

22

(gamma,)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
Spring 1960
Adrian O4 .14 ,16 -.12 -,15 -,07 .01 .10 .04 -,09 .09 ,15 -.,07
Samuel -.h9 -.05 .04 -,32 -,01 .17 .05 .20 .04 ,08 .07 .04 -.01
Gerhard, -.07 -.18 -.18 .18 ..04 -.24 .16 ..19 -.05 .07 .04 .16 -.10
Charlotte -.08 .04 -.06 -,00 .14 .08 .17 -10 -.09 -.03 -,03 .12 -.07
Arthur -.01 -.08 -.21 -,00 -,16 -.02 .03 .12 .12 -.21 -.19 -,00 -.05
William -.05 .05 .12-,00 .16 -.16 .02 .03 .25 .10 .00 -.05 -.11
Roberta -.19 -.09 .01 .02 .20 -.26 ,12 .20 -.27 .38 -.18 .00 -.06
Paula -.11 .17 -.05 -.04 -,26 .00 .15 .14 -.04 .25 -.00 .27 -.07
Linda -.20 -.05 .11 -.24 .26 -,20 .32 .21 -.04 .02 .01 .21 -.26
James .06 -.22 -.11 -.11 -,16 .23 .05 .12 .01 .12 -.11 .09 -.0l
Fall 1968 .
Delores -.09 -.14 -.,31 .07 -.09 .01 -.05 .06 .10 -.07 -.08 .12 -.32
Adrian -.03 .03 -.09 -.10 .08 .04 -5 .22 .06 .17 -.00 -.04 -,21 .
Lee -.21 -,00 -.05 -,11 .08 -,16 -,07 .11 .21 .22 -,00 .33 -.30
Pamela -.16 -.17 -.15 -.10 .14 -.25 .08 .22 .24 .05 -.18 .18 .00
Robert A. -.13 -.05 -,02 -.13 -.25 -.06 .19 .02 .08 -,06 .18 .02 -.15
Gerhard -.16 -.14 -,13 -.18 -.02 -.05 -.06 ,16 .16 -.13 -,09 .0l -.09
Arthur .03 -,01 -.27 -.31 -.19 .08 -5 .27 .07 -.00 -,07 .19 -.33
Michael -.09 -.09 .01 .00 .07 -.09 .04 .0L -.01 -.12 .26 .02 -.00
Robert M. -,12 -.03 -.07 ~.03 -.05 -.02 -,.09 ,10 .33 -.00 -,10 -.06 -.08
Harvey -.09 .07 -.05 .08 .00 .07 -.,14 -,05 -,10 .17 -.00 -.06 -.22
Janet -.14 ,12 ,09 -.09 .23 -.,11 .01 .12 .08 .07 -.02 -.01 -.13
. 295




Table 2 Eon't)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Spring 1969
Delores .21 -.22 -.27 -.12 -,03 -,09 -.09 -.13 -, 10 .0l -.01 .18 -.05
Lee -.04 -,38 -.22 .09 -.10 -.05 -.01 .03 .31 .22 -.06 -.2L4 -.10
Pamela -.13 -.23 -.25 -.23 -.26 .02 -.18 .25 .05 -.22 -.12 .18 -.18
Robert A. ~-.28 -.21 -.28 -.20 .10 -.32 -.,07 .28 -.24 .12 -.0L4 -.08 -.46
Jacqulyn .19 -.03 -.09 .09 .22 -,13 -.12 -.10 .14 .11 .00 -.06 .15
Arthur .18 .01 -.14 ~-.02 .00 -.07 -.13 .03 -.07 -.03 -.04 .06 .00
Michael .0k -,24 .01 -.15 .27 -.05 .24 .43 .20 -.09 -.26 -.06 -.L4o0
Robert M. .06 .23 -.11 .14 -,02 .32 -.13 .23 -.40 -.05 .07 .18 .02
Harvey -.12-,03 -.01 -.30 .32 -.10 .10 .15 -.26 .12 -.32 .29 -.21
Janet -.08 -.31 -.23 ,11 .07 -.04 .12 .34 .26 -,20 -.26 .26 -.05
Deena, -.08 .1 -.12 -,02 -.07 -.02 .06 .09 ,17 -.40 -.05 .01 -.29
Fall 1969

LuAnn -.14 -,11 -.213 -.12 .31 .05 .01 .34 .14 .01 -.09 .28 -.0k4
Beverine -.10 .13 .12 -.18 -.22 -.00 .09 .04 -.00 .26 -,10 .15 -.31
Jack -.12 .09 .00 -.09 .19 -,26 .03 .15 -.17 .04 .03 .19 -.23
Robert A. .07 -.05 .02 -.00 -.04 -.22 .15 .14 -.29 .18 -.10 .05 -.0h
Leslie -.17 .01 .10-.07 .29 -.28 .11 .08 -.17 .22 -.05 .23 -.22
Kay .05 .18 .11 .09 -.02 -.02 .14 .24 -,16 -.11 .08 .08 -.31
Violet -.02 -,14 -.34 -,01 -.05 .09 .25 .03 .26 -.10 -.18 .08 -.23
Anthony -.15 .16 .20 .00 -.23 -.34 .18 .14 ,05 .04 .06 .19 -.3k4
Andrew -.09 ,17 -.03 .09 -.00 -,11 -.24 .02 -,09 .01 .18 -.06 -,11
Antonia -.19 -,04 -,11 -.24 .35 -.20 .27 .33 .25 .11 .03 -.04 -.29
Robert M. -.23-.23~-.20 .08 .09 .05 ~.08 .25 -.13 .20 -.15 .09 -.h0
Janet .01 .11 .01 .10 -.08-.05 .09 .06 .32 ,03 -.08 -.07 .05




Table 3

Rural-Urban Origins by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Sex
(gamma.)

1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Spring Meles .11 -.04 -.04 -.14 .03 -.04 .18 .16 .10 .03 -.03 17
1968  Females -.07 -.08 -.04 -.00 -.13 .00 -.01 .ok .11 .00 -.03 .10

Fall Males -.07 -.06 -.06 -.15 -.06 -.06 .0k .12 .11 -.01 .01 .10
1968  Females -.08 -.06 -.12 -.01 .00 -.12 -.0L .13 .0k .04 -,02 .19

Spring ‘Meles -.08 -.04 -,17 -,08 .10 -.08 .02 .1k .19 .ok -.11 .02
1969  Females -.01 -.18 -.08 -.17 .ok -.13 .06 .17 .00 .10 -.09 .10

Fall Meles -.07 -.00 -.02 -.04 .11 -.06 .06 .14 -.01 .10 .03 .05
1969 Fem&les —013 -001 -002 002 00]. -010 010 015 001 . 0 -ooh 020
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Teble b

Rural-Urban Origins hy Course Evaluation
Controlled for Tutor and Sex of Student

(gamma.)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Spring 1968
Adrian Male 11 -.18 .05 -.14 .02 -.08 .18 .17 .10 -.13 -.01 .17 -.18
Female .07 .29 .13 .02 -.17 .01 -.00 -.07 .00 -.12 .08 .20 -.10
Samuel Male ~-.h1 -.15 -.01 -.53 .02 .04 .29 .33 .04 .28 .01 .28 .09
FPemale -.27 -.00 -.08 -.20 .01 .04 -.19 .12 .45 -.o4 -.O4 -.0L -.U45
Gerharqg Mele -.05-.26 -.38 .ok .03 .07 .17 .27 .20 .3k -,11L .26 -.12
Female -.00 -.04 -,10 .08 -.,46 -.22 .17 .21 .04 -,12 .09 .29 -.29
Charlotte Mele .12 .21 -.03 -.00 -,03 .49 .17 -.17 .09 -.11 .24 .12 .08
a Female -.26 -.04 .03 .35 .18 .05 .00 -.12 .06 .20 -.06 .02 .07
Arthur Male .17 .08 -.18 .02 -.27 -.00 .08 .06 .02 -.04 -.10 -.13 .09
Female .01 -.05 -.11 -.Oh4 -.11 -.O4 -.04 .04 .24 -,11 .10 .02 -.11
Willigm Mele -.23 -.05 .03 -.19 .39 -.61 .15 .32 .25 .15 -.07 .24 -.27
Female .01 .00 .06 .12 -.32 .11l -.07 -.20 .49 .16 .03 -.09 .03
roberta  Mele -18-.05 .15 .11 .11-.16 .13 .22 -.09 .25 -.16 .18 .11
Pemale -.33 -.25 -.17 -.12 .29 -.37 .00 .34 -.09 .21 -.19 .19 -.31
Paula Male -.29 -.05 -.29 -.31 -.13 -.10 .31 .38 .29 .21 -.17 .09 -.17
Female -.02 -.08 .06 -.05 -.52 .53 -.05 ~-.18 -.06 -.08 -.05 .11 -.30
Linda Male -.21 .22 .25 -.16 .23 -.09 .24 .16 .13 -.05 .08 .37 -.21
Pemale -.04 -.26 -,08 -.33 -,06 -.02 .05 .09 .15 .08 -.06 .13 -.22
Jemes Mele .03 -.16 .00 -.14 -, 11 .14 .05 .06 .03 -.08 -.03 .17 -.20
Female .03 -.31 -.44 .07 -.32 .09 -.08 .10 -.00 .10 -.29 .15 .15
Fall 1968
pelores Mle -.03 .00 -.19 -.02 -.11 .38 .15 -.04 -.45 .25 -.10 .27 -.17
Female -.06 -.14 -.16 .14 -.01 -.22 -,10 -.02 -.07 .12 .02 .21 -.31
Adrdan Male .05 -.25 -.19 -.18 -.00 .03 -.27 .02 .09 .31 -.17 .05 -.09
Female -.25 .08 -.02 -.05 .19 .08 .19 .31 -.28 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.26
Lee Mele -.33 -.04 -.16 -.12 .07 -.18 .08 .hk2 .04 .01L .00 .25 -.17
Female -.05 .11 .02 -.03 -.01L .19 .04 -,01 .34 .24 -.,05 .28 -.38
pemela Male .02 -.32 -.28 -.03 .30 -.47 -.05 .39 -.19 .17 .ll -.02 -.51
Female .04-.09 -.16 .05 -.09 -.23 -.1L4 .14 .11 -.00 -.20 .24 -.11
Robert A, Mle .26 -.16 -.13 -.10 -.05 -.11 -.30 .03 .l1 .02 -.05 .01 .17
‘ Female -.13 -.01 ~-.03 -.22 -.13 -.19 .k .17 .03 .10 .13 .09 -.15
Gerhara: MBle .20 -.13 -.06 -.18 -.09 -.13 -.08 .09 -.24 -,08 -.01L .15 -.1k4
Female -.33 -.10 -.18 -.08 -.03 -.00 -.06 .24 -.13 -.03 -.03 .20 -.13
Arthur Male -.23 -.18 -.39 -.54 .05 -.24 .14 .44 .12 -.08 -.49 .23 -.46
Female -.0k -.14 -.36 -.16 -.03 .32 -.23 .22 .15 -.OL -.05 .OW -.35
Michael Mele -.19 .01 .07 .03 .ok .20 -.0L -.03 .18 .10 -.03 .27 -.10
Female -.01 -.23 -.10 -,11 .07 -.28 .27 .20 -.07 .05 .23 .11 -.13
robert M. Mele -1,-,00 .00 -.02 .22 .35 .03 .00 -,03 .27 -.05 .44 -l
‘ Female -.04 .05 .08 .33 -.18 -.03 -.35 .03 -.18 -.06 -.00 -.04 -.0L
Harv Mele -.20 .22 .07 -.39 .27 -.35 .37 .43 -.01 .48 -.33 .44 -.21
Y Female .02 .06 -.10 .20 .04 .20 -.11 -.06° .24 .0k .02 -.07 -.26
Janet Male -.22 -.00 .25 -.l1 .12 -.17 .33 -.00 .02 -.51 .06 -.20 -.20
Female -.03 .05 -.09 .13 .20 -.16 -.07 .17 .16 .22 -.04 .11 -.09

(.. &8




Table 4 (con't)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 101 12 13
Spring 1963 o ¢
Male -.05 -,10 -.11 -.13 .20 -.32 .08 .19 .29 .29 -,03 .26 -.27
Delores  pemgle % % % ® % % % .00 ~.02 ~.27 .31 .12 -.15
1 Mele -.28 -.21-,20 .20 .09 .01 -.02 .11 .29 .00 -.02 -.30 -.28
ee Female # % # % % % % ,06 .05 .24 .07 .19 -.03
Pamels  Male  -.12 .03 -.29 -.59 -.18 -.04 .20 .27 .43 -.001-.12 .01 -.35
Female LR * ¥ * % ,22 .31 .03 .01 .11 -.10
Robert A, Male  -.25 -.07 -.01 -.03 -.05 -.0k -.37 .15 -.12 -.4k -,21 .08 -.63
* Female * * * % * * * .07 .11 .12 -.25 -.05 -.,07
Male .10 .13 -.17 .03 .27 -.20 .09 -.02 .30 .36 -.02 .12 -.02
Jacqulyn porele  #  * % % % % % -.14 -.06 -.08 .08 .0k -.0
Arth Male .10 -,17 -.45 -,05 -.03 .08 -.22 -.02 .26 .65-.25 .18 -.05
"' Pemale * % % % % % % ,10 -.16 -.15 -.14 -.35 .07
Michaey Mele -.10 -.23 -.22 -.21 .11 -.44 25 .40 .19 .23-.20 -.13 -.38
Cha€1 Pemale * ¥ ¥ % % % % .50 =.09 -.26 -.20 .28 -.30
Robert . Mele .23 .43 .23 -.05 .19 .38-.53 .05 -.12 -.b5 .0OL -.37 .02
* Female hg ¥ z * ¥* 6; Z .13 .29 -.08 .20 .10 .00
Male -. .07 -.24 -,25 .52 -, .36 .37 -.02 -.27 -.37 .25 -.27
Hervey  pemele * % % % % % % -.0b .M .16 -.17 -.3h -.04
Janet Male -.24 -.44 -.21 .26 .01 -.05 .15 .35 .26 -.32 -.27 -.01 -.09
Female * * % * #* ¥ % .29 -.32 .16 -.17 .18 -.31
Deen Male -.04 ,22-,20 -.06 -.02 .08 -.18 -.02 .15 -.25 .13 .03 -.23
a Female # % % % % % % ,18 -,07 -.14 .17 .03 -.15
Fall 1969
LuAnn Male -.20 .12 .12 .07 .l1 -.15 .02 .19 -.01 .21 .17 .50 -.00
Female .05 -.11 .05 .02 .17 .10-,03 .19 .17 -.29 .08 .16 -.27
Severine MBle 09 -.22 -.26 -.31 -.C3 .02 .22 .12 .10 .5 -.24 -.12 -.25
Female -.25 .18 .19 -.02 -.28 .00 -.07 .05 -.04 .17 -.04 .32 -.28
Jack Mele -.19 -,06 -.2] -.19 .42 -.12 -,26 .06 -.06 -.25 .05 .25 ~-.13
Female -.21 .12 .03 -.06 .09 -.34 .11 .19 -.25 .24 .08 .32 -.31
Robert A, Mele .0l -.12 .07 -.12 -.23 .13 .33 .00 -.11 -.05 -.12 -.18 .00
* Female .14 -.20 -.08 .05 -.05 -.12 ,19 .19 -.21 .26 -.19 .27 -.10
Leslie |lBle - 18 -.23 .15 .29 .35 -.4k-.28 .02 -.33 .46 -.13 .29 .03
Female -.03 .13 .14 -.06 .14 -.10 .33 .11 .08 .14 .08 .25 ~.33
Ka: Mele -.09 -.02 -,06 -.13 -.15 -.06 .03 .11 -.00 -.37 -.20 -.36 -.09
¥ Female -.07 .12 .01 .34 .11 .07 .08 .25 -.08 .12 .05 .13 -.20
Violet Male o7 -.01 -.58 .10 -.28 -.09 -.21 .0k .47 -.19 .29 -.06 .01
Female -.1% -.18 -.31 .00 -.07 -.04 .27 .07 .O4 -.14.-.22 .17 -.27
Anthony Mele -.07 .26 b0 .43 -.37 -.12 -.33 -.43 -.15 -.18 .29 -.11 -.31
Female -.24 .05 .07 -.11 -.23 -.36 .24 .23 .09 .10 -.06 .33 -.l1
Andrew  Mle 38 .16-.22 .12 .03 .03 .04 -.18 .19 .02 .00 -.22 .00
Femgle -.29 .10 -.09 .17 -.0l -.13 -.22 .14 -.24 .03 .14 .23 -.18
Antonia Ble - 26 .14 -.00 -.08 .68 -.34 .09 .21 -.07 -.16 .05 -.06 -.04
Female -.24 -.27 -.18 -.11 .10 -.14 .35 .37 .21 .19-.14 .01 -.53
Robert M. Male -.62 -.22 -,10 -.13 .47 -.05 .37 .28 .12 .30 -.20 +.36 -.52
° Female -.16 -.17 -.12 .24 -,02 -.02 -.14 .22 -.02 .12 -.22 -.16 -.36
Janet Male -.22 -.27 -.18 .24 .01 -.03 .14 .10 .52 .11 -.22 .06 .02
Female -.07 .06 .10 .09 -.09 -.04 .17 .15 .18 -.05 -.12 .03 -.08
¥*
Data unavailable. -
¥ 29
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Table 5

Student's Political Position by Course Evaluation
(gemma)

1 2 "~ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Spring

71768 -.05 .02 -.,00 -.13 .00 -.03 -,01 .02 .07 .08 .01 .08 .06
Fall

1968 -.08 .00 -.00 -,07 -.02 -.08 .01 * * * * * 0
Spring

1969 -, 11 .00 .00 -.16 .02 -.06 .04 ,18 .11 -.10 -.06 -.02 -.,02
Fall

1969 -.07 -,11 -.12 -.03 .04 -,09 .05 .15 .0k .07 -.03 .09 .03

¥ bete unavailable. .
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Table 6

Student's Political Position by Course Evaluation
Controlled for Number of Semesters in College

(gamma.)

Semesters in
College

1l 2 3

L 5 6 T

8

9

10 11

12

13

1
2
3

1
2
3

1
2
3

or more

or more

or nmore

-.18
-.02
-.0k

-018 "'013
+01 -.00
.09 .00

-.00 -.0k4
033 -.OO
-.08 .01

"'oll
"'010
'005

0k .00
-.07 -.05
.07 .06

-.25
-.10
-.08

-.07 "'012 "oll
-.38 .10 -.00
-.00 -.12 -.15

Spring 1968

.05 -.38 .08
.00 .05 -.02
.01 -.03 -.02

Fall 1968
-.0k -,07 .01

.12 -.09 -.01
-.00 -.11 .06

Spring 1G. )

.0k -,02 .07
.05 -,01 .06
-.01 -.09 .00

"031
-.02
-.26

Fall 1969
.04 -0k
A4 -.20
.00 -.16

"'000
.06
-oll

.00
.03
016

.02

07
.00

015
.2k
A2

.21
24
.13

.1k
.20
1k

"oll
12
.06

———et—

llh -ool
.03 -.02
A2 .05

.06

.13
.0k

.10
.0l
.12

.10 -.00 -.06 -.03 -.03

-.03

"013 -005

17 .06

.11 -.04 -.08 .06 ...00

.27 -.0k -,08 -.08

Ol

11 -.04 -,15 -,01 -.07

.07 -.18 -,02 -.05

.02
-.06
.03

.05 -.07
.36 -.03
.05 .0k

.01

.07 .01
.27 -.07
12 .05




Table 7

Student's Political Position by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Tutor
(gamma.)

_ 1 2 3 4L 5 6 __7_8 9 10 11 12 13
Spring 1968
Adrian -.01 -.00 .04 .23-.03 .11 -.17 .06 -.01L -.03 -.08 .03 .h4o
Samuel .17 -.13 .09 .08 -.03 -.04 -.24 -.32 .11 .11 .22 .19 .32
Gerhard -.09 -.24 -.27 -.24 .50 -.21 .24 .24 .05 .28 .07 .05 .06
Charlotte -.03 .06 -.10 -.17 .15 .11 .03 -.08 .15 .20 -.01 .08 .oL
Arthur -.17 .10 -.11 -.20-.01 -.28 .24 .11 .02 .28 .00 .08 -.24
William -.17 .11 -.03 -.27 .00 -.12 .05 .24 .31 .06 -.08 .u4 .06
Roberta .17 -.04 .08 -.26 -.28 -.04 -,02 -.20 .11 -.21 -.08 -.07 .OL
Paula -.30 -.08 -.14 -.29 .09 -.00 -.10 .28 .01 .24 -.32 -.08 -.1h4
Linda -.22 .22 .23 -.08-.15 -.04 -.09 .16 .08 -.02 .19 -.01 .09
James .07 .12 -.05 -.07 -.14 .14 -.O4 -.10 -.10 -.13 .01 .19 .06
Fell 1968

Delores -.09 -.12 -.09 .20 -.18 ,21 -.18 =.07 .06 -.28 -.09 .13 -.19
Adrian -.31 .1 -.00-.08 .03 -.05 .25 .26 .00 .06 .01 -.16 -.20
Lee -.18 .03 .09 -.05 .10 -.40o -.06 .13 .06 .01 .02 .04 .11
Pamela -.13 .00 -.01 -.08 -.04 -.13 -.05 .16 .17 .07 -.05 -.10 .13
Robert A. -.19 -,22 -,03 -.28 -.18 -.11 .21 .12 .10 .02 -.26 .08 -.17
Gerhard .01 .10 .08 -.14 -.06 -.07 .01 .00 .05 -.01 -.09 .03 .08
Arthur -.12 -.07 -.18 -.02 -.06 -.02 .33 .15 -.00 -.01 -.15 .09 -.02
Michael -.16 .15 .10 -.16 .23 .07 -.11 .20 .13 -.00 -.00 .02 .01
Robert M. -.25 -.14 -,09 -.03 -.07 -.27 -.15 .37 .18 -.09 ,06 .06 -.06
Harvey .37 -.06 -.07 -.04 .08 .19 -.01 -.19 .25 -.15 -.09 -.01 .16
Janet -.15 .07 -.01 -.12 -.02 -.00 .12 .30 .06 .08 -.16 .13 -Jd1
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Table 7 (con't)

1 2__ 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Spring 1969

.09 -.23 ,15 .05 .21 .31 .00 -.24 ..2%L -.0h4

11 .09 -.07.-.06 .31 .20 -.09 -.10 -.01 .08

Delores -.20 .06 .21
Lee .10 -.06 .05

Pamela . -.25 .27 .09 -.38 .21 -.31 -.00 .09 -.03 ..15 -,02 -.02 -.Lk
Robert A. .02 .20 .15 -.32 .00 .10 -.25 -.,02 .12 -.34 .11 -.13 -.06
Jacqulyn . -.16 .15 .19 -.03 .17 -.28 .01 .18 -.05 .29 -.13 .13 -.03
Arthur -.12 .04 .03 -.29 .19 .00 .14 .12 .23 -.36 .11 .10 -.00
Michael -.22 -,27 -.05 -.25 .40 .11 .29 .36 .04 -.03 -.25 .02 -.18
Robert M. .06 -.08 ~.03 -,13 -.22 .48 .02 .08 .24 -.39 -.16 -.13 .18
Harvey -.27 -.16 -.16 -.18 -.07 -.10 .12 .k .18 -.09 -.18 .03 .26
Janet -.14 -,09 -.03 -.13 .05 -.33 .04 .02 .10 -.13 -.11 -.11 .OL
Deena -.21 .31 .00 -.01 -.15 -.07 .11 .25 .03 -.45 .18 .oh -.08
Fall 1969
LuAnn .06 .09 -.03 .12 .08 .23 .03 .29 -.05 .00 -.16 .11 -.01
Severine -.27 -.27 -.27 -.20 -.23 .03 .35 .23 .06 .04 .15 -.08 .18
Jack -.23 -.50 -.54 -.15 .04 -,09 -.01 .31 .11 .27 -.39 .13 -.12
Robert A. -19 -.05 -,27 .12 -.05 -.11 .11 .20 -.01 .23 .18 -.00 .02
Leslie -.00 -,32 -.24 -1 .33 -.25 .59 .07 .11 -.00 -.28 .23 -.21
Kay -.03 .13 .00 .05 -.23 -.1l4 -.54 -,06 .15 -.26 .02 .00 .11
Violet -.14 ~,31 -,23 -.11 .01 -.10 .11 .16 .03 .10 .01 .16 .0O
Anthony .03 .14 .20 .03 .11 -.09 .18 .05 .03 .06 .04 -.00 .07
Andrew -.06 -.09 -.17 .09 -.01 -.18 .22 .28 .06 .24 -.07 .19 .09
Antonia .05 .06 .02 .06 .26 .00 .02 .13 -.18 .09 .26 .06 .19
Robert M. -.00 -,05 .02 .05 -.02 .03 -.09 .01 .00 -.09 .06 .10 .15
Janet -.00 .04 .03 -.01 .31 -.47 -.03 .22 .18 .20 .01 .18 .00




Table 8

Student's Political Position by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Sex of Student
(gamma,)

- .. T RTINS M e NI e st R et b bied e ammmem s b ks sm ek e e ca eee s o s sa

1.2 3.k 5 . 6...7..8._.9 10 1 A2 13

W e e e s b enmmm e s e aea r at et me e e

Spring Maeles -.07 -.01 .00 .02 .03 -.09 .02 .04 .09
1968 Females -.01 .07 -.00 -.00 - 03 .05 - 07 .00 .03

]

Fall Males
1968 Females

.03 -.02 .02 .12 .00
.11 .01 -.03 .11 -.03

Spring Males ~-.13 -.00 ~.03 .11 .06
1969 Femoles -.09 .00 .03 .05 -.02

Fall Males .07 -.03 -.09 .13 -.07 .03 .03 .11 -.06
1969 Femeles -.04 .13 -.12 .06 .07 -.14 .07 .15 .09

.12
.03

.05 .06 .19 .03 -.03
.10 -.01 .10 .14 -.03

.20
.00

e e er e o

-.02 ,08 -.04
.05 .11 .12

-.04 .01 .01
-.08 .04 -,06

.09 .06 .19 .14 -.06 -.07 .0l -.02
Ok .00 .18 .07 -.13

-.07 -.0k -.02

.00 .20 .05
-.06 .05 .00




Table 9

Student's Political Position by Course Evaluation
Controlled for Tutor and Sex of Student

(gamms)
e 23 5067 .8 9 .10 11 12 13
Spring 1968
Adyrisn  Mele -.21 -12 .18 -.02 .05 .01 -.17 .00 .10 .0l -.13 .03 .50
: Female .08 .12 -,07 -.12 -.12 .17 -.19 .06 ~-.13 -.07 -.04 .01 .34
S amuel Male .27 -.18 -.04 ~.14 -.02 -.15 -.27 -.39 .20 .50 .29 .hOo .26
© Female .08 -.06 .26 .01 -.01 .12 -.19 -.25 .00 -.63 .16 -.05 .37
Gerharg Mele -.10 -23-.35 .15 .60 -.62 .41 .46 -.10 .32 .05 .05 .Ob
ff Fen:le -.07 -.22 -, 14'-,09 .30 .24 .16 .05 .17 .21 .18 .09 .03
Charlotte Mele ~-.07 .17 .01 .50 .06 -.01 -.02 -.13 .04 .09 -.10 .18 .1k
! Female -.00 -.00 -.17 .11 .23 .23 .09 .00 .28 .29 .08 -.0L -.08
Arthyr  Mele -.10 -.00 -.23 .08 -.19 -.27 .48 .09 -.02 .29 -.12 .18 -.36
| U Female -.23 .20 -.02 -.05 .11 -.25 -.04 .11 .ok .30 .12 .12 -.10
Willigm Mele -.24 .03 -.05 .18 .26-.32 .07 .27 .54 .50 -.30 .17 -.16
Female -.16 .21 .04 -.25 -.26 .10 -.03 .22 .19 -.19 .09 .59 .20
: Roberta Mele .05 .06 .15 -.07 -.31 .04 -,13 -.15 .19 -.33 -.25 -.16 -.03
s d Femele .35 ~.20 -.05 -.03 -.29 -.10 .15 -.23 -.06 -.13 .15 .14 .17
'g Poula  Mele ~.18 -.16 -.31 -.09 .16 .02 .0k .32 -.06 .23 -.44 -.04 -.07
W% Female -.43 .02 .22 .06 -.18 .02 -.30 .17 .0k .31 -.15 -.16 -.32
: Linda Male -.37 .29 .45 .06 - 17 .10 .33 .29 -.10 .32 .01 -.09
Pemale -.05 .19 .02 .27 -.09 -.21 -.25 .04 -.07 .04 .05 -.05 .24
i Jemes Male -.02 .00 .09 -‘4O -.26 .12 -.01 .05 -.20 -.34 .13 .09 -.17
g Female .22 .33 -.20 -.12 .00 .20 -.06 -.38 .00 .18 -.13 .24 .L3
Fall 1968
| Delores Mele .06 .15 .23 .03 -.03 .40 -,18 -.04 -.21 -.32 .11 .20 .06
f Female -.32 -.26 -.31 -,00 -.30 ~.02 -,17 ~,03 .16 -.22 -.21 .01 -.25
f Adri Male -.09 .09 -.08 -.52 .26 -.05 .41 .42 -.10 -.11 -.05 -.16 -.10
b 89T Pemale -.55 .12 .04 .10 -.08 -.06 .15 .17 .09 .20 .06 -.18 -.25
g lLee Male -.22 -.10 -.0k -.04 .08 -.37 -.07 .09 -.00 .02 -.02 .12 .10
; ' Female -.12 .32 .33 -.01 .09 -.37 -.10 .21 .11-.02 .09 -.07 .l1
f Pamela  Mele .00 -.31 -.35 .38 .19 -.60 .05 .50 .20 .27 -.43 -.08 .1k
! Femgle .21 .15 .15 .12 -.17 .08 -.15 -.00 .27 -.03 .09 -.10 .11
;. . Robert A. Yele  ~.05 -.09 .23 .35 -.54 .11 -.13 -.09 -.32 -.46 -.27 .13 -.01
: " Female -.33 -.37 -.18 .43 .05 -.31 .47 .29 .35 .32 -.31 .05 -.23
Gerhara MBle .60 .21 .25 .18 -.27 .2t'-.53 -.17 .39 -.37 .18 -.21 .2L
Female -.27 -.04 -.04 .39 .06 -.13 ,05 -.00 -.13 .10 -.16 .16 -.07

i
}
{
!
{
¥
{
!
;
r
L
5

Arthur | Mele .10 -.72 -4k 50 .22 -.50 49 .15 .20 .54 -09 -.20 -.11
Female -.21 .21 -.10 -.00 -.26 b0 ,27 .18 -.26 -.30 -.18 .23 .05
Male -.12 .25 .25 .86 .45 .21 .32 .58 .00 ,13 .16 .05 .05

Micheel porole -.15 .10 .02 .11 .08 -.01 <.35 .03 .20 -,11 -.09 .02 -.0l
' Robert M. MBle -.48 -.12 .00 .27 .03 -.37 .12 .46 .29 -.29 .17 .25 -.13
" Female -.09 -.19 -.17 -.08 -.12 -.22 -,33 .34 .18 -.02 .01 .00 ~-.05

Harve Male .58 -.21 -.20 -.21 .10 .46 .20 .01 .12 -.04 -.46 -.12 .25
V' Female .29 .05 -.03 .09 .20 -.02 - 13 .35 .34 -22 .08 .07 .08

Male -.23 .11 .03 -.16 -..29 17 - .16 .09 .29 .07 .09 -.26

Janet Female -.04 .03 -.05 .32 . 712 355,1;3 .05 -0k -.37 .2L -.01
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Table 9 (con't)

MWW e s s Sk et ee by - v s e caweres g,

—— ——— -

.2 3.4 5.6 . 7._8__9 10 11 12 13

Spring 1969
.01 .10 .17 .39 -.09 -.09 -.12 -.05

- orr——

Delores Male -.22 -.09 .22 .36 .01
f‘, r Female -.20 .38 ,20 -:27 -.83 .33 -.09 .29 .22 .28 -.52 -.43 -.09
Male -.11 .22 .33 -.11 -.0b .16 .05 .o7 .08 -.20 .02 .08 .18

- Lee Female .41 -.bh -.22 .38 .38 -.48 -.b0 .38 .46 .C2 -.42 -.09 -.09
pamela Mele ~.38 .28 .17 .23 .45 -.33 .06 Ok -,38 .07 .07 .24 -.52
ame Female -.15 .19 -.08 .16 .14 -.36 -.13 .17 .12, .20 -.17 -.01 -.38

N ‘Robert A, Yele -.57 .22 .08 -.38 .50 -.89 .10 .15 -.08 -.09 -.26 .08 -.
OPer® A+ pemale .5 .22 .22 .11 -.b7 .47 -7 -2k .29 -.4L 54 -.32 +.07
.{ Male -.06 .21 .19 .15 .09 -.24 -.12 .12 -.19 .31 -.16 -.1k -
JECAUYD  penale -.27 .02 .18 .16 .0E -3k .07 .23 .01 .29 -.1h .31 -,
Male .12 .00 .05 .27 .40 -.22 .15 .09 .20 -.16 .20 .22 .00

ATEIUY pemale -1h3 .06 .01 .18 -.12 L2 .10 .12 .26 -.50 .08 -.01 -.01
‘ Michael M€ -.25 -.Lh -.35 .74 47 -.73 U5 .65 .ok -.15 -.24 .17 -.3h
; Femele -.17 -.27 .03 -.16 .21 .52 .14 .ok -.05 .09 -.48 .05 .ok
Robert M. Mele A -.26 -,01 46 -.51 .45 -.40 .18 .32 -.4o -.42 .01 .o7
; " Female -.19 -.18 -.37 .51 -.13 .16 .39 .lo .03 .ok .23 -.14 .16
; Harve Male -.28 -.31 -.4o .12 -.0k .02 .19 .43 .40 .08 -.13 .12 .20
i' V' Female -.37 .03 .13 -.19 -.34 -.32 .03 .34-.08 -.46 -.22 -.06 .35
Janet Male --.15 -.07 -.11 -.31 -.10 -.44 ~,10 -.00 .27 .10 -.06 -.28 -.02
Female -.12 -.11 .07 .11 .17 -.15 .30 .08 -.15 -.59 -.21 .06 .20
; Deena, Male -.30 .31 -.16 -.04 -.06 -.06 .20 .43 .05 -.32 .20 .20 -.06
Female -.04 .37 .34 -.15-.38 -.07 .00 .01 .01 -.77 .09 -.35-.18
Fall 1969
LuAnn Male ~—-.11 .03 .00 .32 -.24 .45 .06 .24 -.15 .07 .00 .35 .07
; Female .36 .18 -.03 .10 .27 .08 .02 .34 .15 .03 -.25 -.06 -.10
{ . Severine Mele -.22 .18 -.09 .29 -.26 .22 .52 .19 .24 .01 .€8.-.01 .15

Female -.27 -.L49
Jack Male. -,51 -,55 . . . . . . . e .
€ Female -.06 -.48 -.52 -,04 .17 -.2L -.02 .09 .10 .02 -.27 -.09 -.14
Robert A, Mele -.22 .06 -.06 -.00 -.26 .19 -.21 -.01 .33 .38 29 -.26 .14
* T8 2 Female -.08 -.22 .41 .18 .03 -.37 .27 .30 -.21 .17 .02 .17 -.06 .
Male 18 -.16 -.38 .21 .20 -.12 .33 -.39 .86 .20 -.3L .74 .1l
Female -.02 -.38 -.30 .36 .37 -.29 .66 .23 .04 .02 -.31 .13 -.21
Ka Male -.07 .09 .02 .01 -.23 .15 -.39 .07 -.29
¥ Female .15 .25 .02 .06 -.2h -.28 -.66 -.33 .67 -. . .
Violet Mele -.36 -.20 -.37 .57 .25 -.70 .53 -.08 -.24 -,19 .02 .40 -.54
Female -.13 -.31 -.20 -.01 -.04 .05 .02 .26 .10 .22 02 .09 .17

Anthon Male -.33 .16 .00 -.25 .04 -.41 .09 .24 .01 -.22 -.01 ~.11 .1k
V' Female .21 .10 .26 .02 .08 .08 .21 -.06 .00 .13 .01 .03 .01
Andrew Male 27 =.15 -. 47 .18 -.27 -.19 .02 .34 .11 .38 -1k .17 .00
Female -.21 -.05 -.03 -.04 .09 -.10 .38 .23 .00 .18 -.08 .30 .05

Antonia  Mole .28 .04 .oh4-,08 .41 -.14 .02 -.1k -.29 bk 50 .05 .42
Female -.11 .06 .00 .12 .04 .11 .02 27 -.13 -, .

Male .06 .18 .05 -.20 .11 .01 -.10 -.02 -.30 .20 .21 .36 .10

.33 -.00 -.26 -.15 .28 .29 -.04 -.01 -.1k -.07 .17
.52 ’

‘ Leslie

[ |
W
oo
]
s
|}
QO
N
t
Wo
S0

1
N
o
&
o
]
*

Robert M. pemale -.05 -.15 .03 -.12 -,.08 .05 -.09 ,05 .18 -.30 -.0L -.02
Sanet Male .15 -.21 -.13 .18 .09 -.20 .03 .12 -.0L .48 -.11 .50 .18
ane Femele -.07 .20 .10 .31 .15 -.68 -.02 .37 .31 .02 .08 .07 «

*Da.ta unavailable. -




3k
Table 10

Student's Social Class Position by Course Evaluation
(gamma.)

1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Spring

1968 .04 ,06 .02 .03 -.00 ,03 -.03 -.04 -.0L .00 .06 -.09
Fall
’, 1968 .02 -,02 .04 .03 -.01 -.07 .03 -.02 -.07 .00 -.02 -.,10
f Spring
1969 .0k .0k .ok .17 .03 -.01 -.08 -.10 -.08 .10 .Ok -.05
; Fall - ’
1969 .04 .00 -.04 .01 -.05 .01 -.06 -.03 .02 -.07 .02 -.19

'“.'.

.. 37
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Table 11

Student's Social Class Position by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Sex of Student
(gamma.)

12 3 L4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1

Spring Meles .O4 .06 .04 .08 -.04 .11 -.12 -,04 .03 .00 .11 -.10
1968 Females .03 .06 -.00 -.00 .03 -.05 .04 -,03 -.08 .00 .02 -.11

Fall Meles .07 -.12 -.06 .07 -.04 -.07 .04 -.02 .16 -.04 -.11 -.11
' 1968 Femeles .03 .03 .10 .04 -.01 -.0O4 .01 -.07 -.12 .ok .03 -.0k

.11 -,09 -.02 -.06

Spring M&les 005 002 003 021 003 002 -015 "010
.10 -.11 .09 -.06

1969 Females ,04 .06 .04 .11 .12 -.07 -.00 -.11

.09 .15 ~.18 -,08 .03 -.12 .00 -.20

Fall Males .05 .05 -,03 .11
.0k -,05 -,00 -,03 -.06 -.04 .01 -.18

1969 Females .OL4 -,01 -.05 -.05

VLN [ e e g e

¥
}
£
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Table 12

Student's Social Class Fosition by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Tutor

(gamma)

1 2 3 4w 5 6 7 8___ 9 10 11 12

Spring 1968
Adrian .02 .09 -.00 ,10 -.19 .16 -.07 -.01 -.08 .09 -.03 -.22
Samuel .12 -.03 -.04 .16 -.10-.08 - 11 -.12 ,01 .03 -.01 .0l
Gerhard -.09 -.23 -.09 -.19 .20 -.27 -.00 =~-.0O4 -.18 .11 -.18 -.12
Charlotte .08 .20 - o4 -.15 .01 .05 .25 -.0h .08 .o4 .11 -.O4
Arthur -.05 .05 .14 -05 .18 .15 - 32 -,16 -.02 .14 .22 -.13
William .08 .11 .02 .24 -.21 .08 - 13 -.03 -.03 -.20 .00 -.43
Roberta .06 .14 -.08 -.15 .06 -,03 .27 .03 .03 .02 .08 .20
Paula .15 .08-.02 .01 .23-.16-.14 .05 .11 -.19 .20 -.02
Linda -.10 .21 .28 .28 -.14 .28 -.03 -.12 .04 -.10 .28 -.1h4
James Ok -.08 .09 -.01 .06 .06 -.16 -.11 -.18 .19 .13 -.1l1
Fall 1968
Delores Ok .05 .23 .19 -.20 -.19 .00 -.03 .Ol -.13 -.03 -.22
Adrian b 17 .28 .13 -.13 .28 -.24 -.15 .02 -.i16 .04 -.22
Lee .05 -.15 -.09 .06 .10 -.14 .22 .25 -..01 -.01 -.18 -.22
Pamela -.01 .09 .04 -.,21 .0o7-.010 .19 -.01 -.02-.01 .01 .13
Robert A. - .11 .ok ,06 .11 -.05 -.23 -.06 -.00 -.07 .05 -.09 -.07
Gerhard .10 .16 .11 .17 -.00 -.21 -.06 -.05 -.15 .18 -.00 .15
! Arthur -.09 -.18 -.18 .08 .o4-.00 .12 .03 -.04 .10 -.10 -.30
Michael -.03 -.15 -.24 -.14 .02 -.31 .23 -.07 -.04 -.03 .0l -.03
Robert M. -.10 .05 .06 .01 .ok .01 .18 .02 -.18 .01 -.05 .06
Harvey -.14 .07 .23 -.24 -.16 .19 -.23 -,09 .13 -.03 .11 -.1l5
Janet . .15 -.15 -.06 .13 .19-.18 .0l -.15 .10 .03 -.06 -.26
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Table 12 (con't)
1 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Spring 1969
Delores .03 -.17 -.18 .26 .23 -.19 -,22 ,02 -.02 -.02 ,00 .01
Lee .04 -.12 -.16 .27 -9 .18 -.18 -.33 -,10 -.30 .23 -.06
Pamela .15 -.02 .08 .23 .03 .03 .03 -.18 -:13 -.11 .0l -.04
Robert A. AL .17 -.1% 45 .27 .00 .05 -.29 .29 ,08 -.13 -.0OL
Jacqulyn .18 -.,21 .07 .09 -.03 -.19 ,00 .02 -.21 -.21 .12 -.01l
Arthur .o .34 ,32-,07 .06 .24 .02 -.20 -.40 -.33 .41 .38
Michael .03 .12 .05 .34 .32 .27 -.15-.33 .06 .14 .10 -.08
Robert M. .09 -.12 -.17 .02 .42 .04 -.28 .23 .12 ,09 -.02 .01
Harvey .20 .18 .37 .08 -.17 .19 -.09 -.23 -.04 -.26 .02 -.40
Janet -.02 .08 .07 .13 .04 -.34 -.27 -.13 -.01 -.19 -.19 -.29
Deena -.30 .01 -.04 .05 -.03 -.13 .09 .26 -.39 .08 -.07 .19
‘ Fall 1969

LuAnn -.23 -.05 -.16 -.16 .07 -.20 .16 .15 --.03 .18 -.04 -.15
Severine .03 -.02 -,07 .25 .22 .1L4 -.04 -.06 -.02 .03 .36 -.26
Jack .14 .08 .08 -.03 -.14 .14 -.06 -.11 .29 -.11 -.05 -.12
Robert A. -.13 .27 .14-,00 -.09 ~.14 -,02 .08 -.17 -.05 .03 -.25
Leslie -.08 -.,07 -.09 -.01 -.26 .18 -.16 .03 .09 .02 -.13 -.22
Kay 14 -.01 -.14 -.19 -.10 -.07 -.05 -.15 -.16 -.20 -.07 -.52
Violet -.01 .09 .03 -.08 .07 -.03 -.11 .04 -.16 .08 .10 -.05
Anthony .17 -.03 -.10 .17 .06 .09 -.27 -.17 .0l -.15 .27 -.35
Andrew .05 -.17 -.03 .18 .09 .10 .09 .09 .12 -.09 -,03 -.27
Antonia .17 .1 -.01 .10 -.10 -.17 -.19 -.04 .06 .07 .05 -.07
Robert M. .10 .04 .01 -.14 -.11 -.25 .10 -.00 .OL4 -.22 -.11 -.19
Janet .25 .01 -.01 -.01 -.11 .13 -.25 -.23 -.17 -.34 .03 .20

40




Table. 13

Student's Social Class Position by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Tutor and Sex of Student
(gamma)

5. b7 _8_ .9

Spring 1968
Male . . . . . 003 -u25 -ool .13
Fema]-e ° . . . . 021 -00)4" -u12 009
Male . . . . . .01 -.10 -.03 .29
Semel Female . . . . . 24 -,10 -.16 -.33
Male . . . . . 24 22 .13 -.15
Gerhard g i ve | . . A1 . .28 -.15 -.12 -.28
Male . . . . . 11 .07 -.15 .12
Female -, . . . . .03 .52 Jd4 .00
Male . . . . . .09 -.36 -.31 .11
Arthur  pemale -ih1 .16 .21 -.32 .20 .20 -.23 -.00 -.11
. Male . . . . . Ll -.56 -,18 -.01
Williem  porele -ioh .12 .02 .14 -.08 -.18 .12 .10 -.01
Male . . . . . .13 .09 .24 -,06
Female . . . . . .09 .49 -.28 .11
Male . . . . . 005 012 002. 029 -
Femele . . . . . A6 -,11 .04 -.32 -
Male . . . . . 06)4‘ .Oh‘ 012 -013
Female -, . . . . .00 -.07 -.09 .l1
Male . . . . . 020 . 025 -009
Jemes Female .07 .13 .05 -.18 .30 -.12 -.05 .06 -.17

Fall

Mele . . . . .33 -.39 -, .07 .06

Delores  pemele .03 .18 .38 .20 -.21 .05 -.05 -.21 -.05
, Male . . . . 23 .26 . 43 -,18

Adrian  popote 1k . .10 .08 -.16 .35 -.40 .ok .17
Male . . . . .08 -.13 . .30 .18
Female |, . . . 10 -.13 . .
M&le ° e e - 020 013 ] ooo 55
Female -, . . . .20 .03
Male . . . .36 -.13 . .
Female . . . . 002 017 . 013 -009
Male . . . . 02 .21 -. 26 .12
Female . . . .03 .hg . .00 -.23
. Male . . . . .29 'ol . 039 032
ArhUr - pemele -.13 -.15 .03 .15 -.13 .13 .10 -.10 -.12

Male . . . = 015 . . 006 .32
Michael  pemale .09 -.10 -.12 -.18 -.05 .26 .22 -.11 -.18

Male . . . . .02 -, . .08 -.08
Robert M. pemale -.11 .08 .09 -.01 .03 .19 .20 .02 -.17
H Male . . . hadi™ 0’"‘1 Y Y 01)4‘ 017
AVEY  Pemale -.20 -, .27 -.15 -.02 .0k4.-,19 -.05 ..10
Male . . . . 35 . . 26 .26
Female . . Y . e Y Y 016 ~ e

Adrian

Charlotte

Roberta

Paula

Linda

Lee
Pamelsa
Robert A.

Gerhard

Janet




Table 13 (con't)

1 2 3 4 5 6 72 8 9 10

6 L Spring 1969 L 8
Male .16 -,10 .04 .21 ,02 ,07 -.09 -.04 .12 -.0
Delores  p ale -.16 -.31 -.37 .36 .72 -.51 -.L2 .08 -.17 .10
L Male .07 -.03 -.11 .28 .49 -.18 -.32 -,19 -.13 -.L8

ee Pemale .0l -.25 -.33 .36 -.47 .49 .15 -.55 -.02 .08

Pamela Male .20 -.18 -.09 .35 -.06 .28 -.,21 -.26 -.1L4 -.01

Female .11 .17 .30 .15 .12 -.33 .41 -.10 -.10 -.22

Robert A, Mele .08 .09 -,07 .24 .18 -.43 .11 -.12 .00 .37

ODErt 8+ pemale .12 .13 -.21 .57 .32 .13 .02 -.35 .sg 0L

Male .26 -.04 -, 05 .27 -.16 .02 -.06 -.03 -.28 -.07

Joequlyn  porole .16 -.39 .17 -.08 .07 -.37 0L .0G -.16 -.30

Arth Male -.07 .24 .20 .15 .18 .45 -,10 -.18 -.h41 -.01

MY pemale .19 .41 bk -.28 -.12 -,02 .14 -.28 -.39 ~.18

Micheel Mple -.18 .19 .17 .30 .02 .13 -.28 -.28 .29 -.03

¢ Pemale .14 .08 -.06 .45 .75 .35 .go - 33 -.31 .28

Male 11 -,22 -,19 -.12 .27 -.13 -.60 .34 -.02 .02

: Robert M. pengle .08 -.15 -.27 .22 .54 .09 -.03 .21 .27 .20
Herve Male .20 .09 .33 .12 .07 .42 -.01 -.17 -.0L4 -.15
¥ Female .23 .32 .I3 -.0k -.49 -.17 -.10 -.30 -.03 -.40
Tanet Male .10 .05 .00 .13 .32 -.39 -.15 -,11 -.24 -.05

Female -.19 .12 .11 ,16 -.20 -.38 -.l2 -,17 .22 -.36

Deena. Mele -.19 -.02 -.08 .23 -.21 -.12 -.04 .03 -.30 .18

Female -.51 .10 -.07 -.h4 .14 .13 .34k .48 -.56 -.05

Fall 1969

L Mele -.30 .04 -.17 .03 -.11 -.12 -, 11 .21 .07 .02

uAnn Femele -.21 -,12 -.15 -.29 .20 -.24 .28 .1k -,1L4 .29

Severine Male -.24 .51 .2 .41 .26 .00 .30 -.01 -.26 .08

eV Pemale .08 -.06 -.04 .17 .20 .26 -.0L .00 -.05 .0O

Jack Male .16 .01 .01-.20 -.38 .52 -.53 -.25 .51 -.09

Femele .13 ,13 .13 .06 .01 .04 .08 -.07 -.22 -.07

robert 4, Mele -.38 48 .35 .38 -.17 -.07 -.05 -.16 -.04 -.12

° Pemaele .00 ,05 -.0L -.25 -.05 -.22 .02 .21 -.27 .0l

Leslie Mele -.47 .26 .40 .08 .08 .25 -.07 .20 .30 .

Female .03 -.12 -.15 -,14 -,31 .14 -.20 -.11 -.03 -.OL

X Male 43 -0k -,29 .06 .14 .29 .00 -.16 .09 -.h47

¥ Pemele -.05 .0l -.06 -.38 -.28 -,22 -.10 -.17 -.35 -.0k

Violet Male 47 b0 43 -.09 .08 .48 -.08 -.37 -.07 -.58

K Femele -,04 .08 -.05 -.09 .og -.15 -'ll+2 .09 -.17 .22
: Male  -,10 -.27 -,15 .00 .16 .10 -.47 .00 -.19 .37
o Anthony  pengle 132 -10L -.10 .21 -.03 .1h -.25 -.31 .06 -. 3
Andrey  Mele Ol -.20 -,22 ,17 .15 .39 -.17 .04 -,06 .02
Female .io -.14 .07 .17 -.05 -.og 27 .06 .2&-.13

Male A2 15 .08 .19 -.25 -,16 -.28 .02 .1k -.0

Antonia Female .00 .og -.12 .02 -,16 ~,02 -.19 -.22 -,02 .13

Male L7 26 .26 -.04 -.31 -.33 .25 -.04 ,03 -.21
Robert M. oo nle -.07 -.0h ~.07.-.20 -.02 -.23 .07 .0k .03.-.23.

Janet Male 23 .14 .23 .09 -.33 .36 -.55 -.41 -.23 -.55

Femele ,27 -.15 -.21 -,11 .04 -.12 .02 -.01 -.12 -.18

*
N less than 10, no gamma computgg.

-,-.

a2

Q
(0]
LI N S R |

11 1 1
(@]
(00]




Sex of Student

Table 1k

by Course Evaluation
(gamma.)

Lo

8_9

10 11 12 13

Spring
1968

Fall
1968

Spring
1969

Fall
1969

Ok .02 .00
-.07 .0k -.05

.00 -.04 -,09

-.05 -.04 -,13

.12 -.15 -.09

.05

.08

.07

012 - 003

13 -.15

017 - .10

43

Ok -

.01

.06

-.02

.02 -.02

.08 .10

. 05 008

.08 .16

01 .02 .13 -.00
.02 -,13 -,00 ,08
dhk -,04 .07 -.04

.07 -.08 .06 .09
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Table 15

Sex of Student by Course Evaluation Controlled
for Number of Semesters in College
(gamma.)

Semesters in
College 1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 9 10 11 12 13

Spring 1968
1 -.08 -.03 .00 -.23 -.03 -.03 -.06 .01 -.27 .13 -.05 .31 -.15
2 -.04h .06 .12 .21 -.08 .05 -.22 -.04 -,13 -.20 .05 .06 -,20
3 -.18 -.11 -,17 -.21 .33 -.26 .31 .24 -.24 .42 -.10 .37 .01
4 or more .06 .09 .01 .16 .05 .04 .07 .07 -.22 -.04 .01 .33 -.10

Fall 1968
.19 .0L .05 .24 .09 .20-.08 -.28 .20 .07 .00 .18 -.17

1
2 .28 .21 -.11 .15 -.33 -.02 -.04 -.19 -,32 -,18 .13 .08 -.27
3 .15 -.19 -.01 .25 -,12 ,22 -,20 -.24 ,18 .19 -.01 .18 -.24
4 or more -.24 -,22 -, 10 .08 -.16 -.21 -.18 .19 .00 .02 -.19 .07 -.21

Spring 1969
1 .01 -.09 -.13 -.52 .09 .01 -.24 .07
2 .03 ~.08 -,05 -.13 .07 -.04 ,20 -.03
3 -.28 -.25 -.56 -.14 .00 -,30 -.43 .25
4 or more .30 .07 -.05 .00 .08 -.14 .04 -.08

.17 -.17 -.06 .25
. . .09 .20
.23 .02 -.67 .25
01 .25 -,10 .20

.13
.02
.10
.06

t t 1 3
[
~3
n
n
[}

Fall 1969
1 .20 .12 .09 -.05 -.17 .13 .04 -.22 -,02 .01 .12 .17 -.19
2 .34 .08 .22 -.29 -.28 ,15 .12 -.40 .11 O -,13 -.16
3 .14 -.08 -.13 .01 -.06 .07 .08 -.10 .20 .26 -.03
4 or more -.29 .11 .07 -.04 -.01 .03 .26 .18 .08 -,07 .06 .00

[ |
n o
own
]
Q
38
1
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Table 16

Sex of Student by Course Evaluation Controlled for Tutor
(gamma.)

1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Spring 1968
Adrian .00 .20 .19 .27 .02 -.20 -.24 -.28 -,18 -.14 .15 -.11 -.27
Samuel .13 -.11 -.13 .11 .19 -.12 .06 .19 -.07 .18 .08 .36 -.53
Gerhard -.05 .27 .07 .13 .10 -.08 .12 .17 -.30 -.28 .19 .23 -.07
Charlotte -.14 .22 .26 .06 -.03 -.09 .04 -.15 -.25 -.37 .05 .11 -.06
Arthur .04 -.25 -.16 -.20 -.09 .00 -.00 .05 -.16 .11 .01 .33 .03
William -.12 .17 .28 .26 -.13 .44 -.25 .01 .03 .04 .20 -.02 -.28
Roberta -.24 -,08 -,38 .18 -.07 .11 .11 .37 -.24 -.30 -.27 34 .06
Paula .20 .27 .k .25-.30 .38 .1 -.28 -,14 .14 -.02 -.04 -.25
i Linde -.03 -.12 -.21 -,16 .07 -.23 -.16 .13 -.10 -.00 -.19 .26 -.32
; James .00 -.25 -.31 .10 .32 -.32 -.43 .09 -.42 .18 -.24 .48 .04
? Fall 1968
Delores 4b -.18 -.21 .01 -.18 .4% -.07 -.37 .38 .0l -.43 .25 -.43
Adrian .34 -.27 -.00 .23-.39 .10 .06 -.31 .05 .09 -.13 .30 -.21
Lee -.05 -.16 -.12 .51 -.18 .23 -.14 -.37 -.06 .10 .13 -.0l -.12
Pamela, .05 -.21 -.22 .35 -.10 -.09 -.24 -, 06 .38 .09 -.32 .11 -.19
Robert A. 40 k2 .37 .24 -.21 .26 -.28 -.48 .24 -.40 .35 .02 -.LO
Gerhard .05 -.20 -.02 .24 -,03 .44 -.45 -,38 -.15 -.14 .14 .05 -.11
Arthur .00 -.03 .40 .24 -.30 .26 -.20 -.18 .52 .39 .25 .1l ~-.33
; Micheel .27 .08 .17 .17 .01 .16 .10 .05 -.19 .04 .16 .22 -.24
2 Robert M. M1 -.17 .26 .02 -.14 .00 -.12 -.33 .34 -.13 .18 .10 -.21
Harvey -.11 .01 -.32 .09 .6L -.4o .13 -.21 -.19 .61 -.18 .49 -.08
Janet .05 .10 .24 .33 -.25 .31 -.40 -.35 .16 .16 .02 .55 -.19
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Table 16 (con't)

comm . - -—— - —— - -

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

—— - e

Spring 1969
Delores -.32 .31 .02-.17 .16 -.20 -.05 -.18 .24 .33 .c0 .08 .ok
Lee -, 11 .20 .37 -.33 -.00 -.02 .13 -,12 .05 -.33 -.08 .30 .06
Pamela .09 -.16 -.24 -,10 .32 -.15 -.10 .06 -.15 -.08 -.12 .44 .14
Robert A. -.10 -.23 -.06 -.39 .02 -.35 .25 .46 .07 .21 -.39 .35 -.23
Jacqulyn 19 -.25 -.02 .03 .17 -.07 -.27 -.02 -.16 .15 -.12 .ih -.07
Arthur ko .03 -.03 .15 -.01 -.12 -.26 -.54 -,22 .30 .19 .11 .00
Michael 10 -.16 -.42 -.34 -,14 .07 .07 .13 -.35 .22 -.48 .52 .00
Robert M. -.04 -,50 -.51 -.05 -.12 -.52 -.16 .54 -.19 .59 .17 .36 -.1lh
Harvey 26 .11 .08-.22 .29 -.03 .06 .25 -.21 .20 -.23 .l1 -.0l
Janet .05 .01 -.07 .i7 .35 -.34 .13 -.01 -.12 .11 -.17 -.01 -.17
Deena -.14 .08 -.40 -.32 -.51 .45 .15 -.1h4 -.13 .33 -.25 .05 -.28
Fall 1969
LuAnn .27 -.01 .06 -.11 -.30 .00 .03 -.15 .19 .29 .20 .12 .06
Severine A1 .32 .24 -.09 -.25 -.06 .23 .21 -.22 -.42 -,12 .53 -.b5
Jack .09 .07 .12 -.04 -.22 .15 .24 -.35 -.19 -,28 .32 -.32 .22
Robert A. .18 -.43 -.34 -.26 .07 -.13 .17 .07 -.07 .21 -.b0o .28 -.08
Leslie -.12 .24 .33-.30 .16 -.02 .00 -.33 -.26 -.35 .15 .09 -.39
Kay .38 .18 .17 .07 -.06 .32 .12 -.56 .08 .12 .17 .14 .03
Violet 16 .39 .40 .08 -.26 .36 -.10 -.38 -.31 -.31 .01 -.03 -.23
Anthony .15 -.23 -.12 -.02 -.61 .36 -.02 -.33 -.13 -.14 -.27 .23 -.29
Andrev .17 .09 .00 -.10 -.29 .30 .12 -.29 -.20 .20 -.10 .35 -.27
Antonia .06 -.03 -.10 -.26 -.43 .13 -.08 -.36 .02 -.27 -.11 .03 -.32
Robert M. 05 .07 .17-.17 .09 .}1 .25 .03 .03 .31 .01 .26 -.04
Janet : .03 -.23 -.19 .00 -.03 -.30 .26 .39 -.09 .08 -.00 .38 -.26
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Table 17
Number of Semesters in College by Course Evalustion
(gamms)
P rre—— e m e e — - - v e s oo
College 1 2 .3 4 5...6...1 8 9.0 11 12

Spring 1968
.08 .00 .04 .09 .01-.03 .00 .00 .0lL-.04 .09 .24

Fall 1968
-.02 .01 -.08 .10 .09 -.10 -.00 .03 .12 .06 -.15 .O7

Spring 1969
.12 -.03 -.04 .06 .15 -.07 .03 -.03 .20 .16 -.02 .O7

Fall 1969
—.Ol ‘005 ".10 "002 015 "015 "'coo ¢02 cl6 clo "cll 005
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Table 18

Number of Semesters in College by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Sex of Student
(gamme.)

L 5 6_ . 7..8_9 10 11 12 13

- - e e oS s b o

Spring 1968

.00 .00 .03 .08 .09 -.09 -.10 .00 -.01 -.00 .02 .08 -.0OL
.09 .04 -,02 .16 .21 -.09 .08 .08 -.03 .03 .02 .19 .02

Fall 1968
.03 .07 .20 .06 .05 .01 .07 -.01 -,10 .02 .09
.08 .11 .03 -.05 -.03 .07 .14 .07 -.16 .03 .02
Spring 1969
.13 -.10 .05 .07 .09 -.02 ,10 -.05
15 -.21 .08 .01 . .23 -.07 .06 -.04
Fall 1969

.08 .00 -.07 -.01 . .05 .06 .13 -.00
A7 -1 .03 .07 . .06 -,18 .07 .12




Table 19

Number of Semesters in College by Course
Evaluation Controlled for Tutor

46

(gamma)
1 2 3 L 5 _6_ .17 8 9 10 11 12
Spring 1968
Adrian -.09 .06 .12 .15 -.03 -.07 .17 .14 .02 -.01 .03 .22
Samuel .19 .13 .19 -.17 .23 .08 -.17 -.04 -.01 -.09 .46 .03
Gerhard .03 -.11 -.09 .17 .0L .00 -.22 .16 -.10 .18 .0h4 .05
Charlette 13 .31 .1 .31 -.26 .11 -.27 -.16 .11 -.27 .28 .22
Artbur -.28 -.29-.16 .06 .13 -.16 .28 .41 .01 .00 .11 .67
William .06 -.36 -.17 .01 .33 -.19 -.03 -.12 -.21 .18 -.17 .33
Roberta .24 -,01 -.06 .03 -.28 .00 -.17 -.02 .25 .05 .03 .20
Paula -.06 -.06 -.04 -,00 .23 -.23 .02 .OL -.0k -.u4 .19 .34
Linda 40 .26 .35 .30 -.25 .21 .64 -.22 .32 -.18 .18 -.30
James .06 .19 -.06 -.10 .19 -.20 .11 -.10 -.18 .03 .04 .60
A Fall 1968
Delores -.05 -.15 -.03 -.03 .12 -.15 .18 .19 .L6 -.06 -.18 .15
Adrian -.11 .22 -.02 .02 .22 .03 -.12 .08 .15 -.06 .02 -.05
Lee Oh -.24 - 46 ~,07 -.22 .04 .27 .12 .33 -.08 -.29 .07
Pamela .07 .20 -.06 .13 -.02 -.03 .06 .08 .10 -.09 -.1k -.17
Robert A. -.08 -.12 -,11 .11 -.05 -.24 -.02 .07 .16 .12 -.24 -.OL
Gerhard .04 -.04 -.09 .40 .10 -.05 -.07 -.01 -.01 .12 -.24 .15
Arthur .00 .0k -.20 -.12 .05 -.06 -.24 .09 .03 .14 -.34 -.09
Michael -.13 -.13 -.06 .25 .4 -.04 .00 .01 .30 .03 -.18 .55
Robert M, -.23 .24 -,05 -.20 .03 .01 .08 .12 -.31 .17 -.18 -.12
Harvey .40 -.19 -.09 .19 .19 .24 -.02 -.24 -.03 .14 -.12 .04
Janet -.00 .24 .17 .26 .12 -.04 -.19 -.08 -.01 .17 .21 .15

43




e 1

Delores -.17
Lee .30
Pamela .07
Robert A. .35
Jacqulyn -.15
Arthur .15
Michael .13
Robert M. -.0L4
Harvey .30
Janet .36
Deena -.ho
LuAnn -.23
Severine 16
Jack -.03
Robert A. Ll
Leslie -.07
Kay -.56
Violet -.01L
Anthony -.10
Andrew -.16
Antonia .13
Robert M. .13
Janet .21

.01

.25
.10

.03

.1k

.05
.00
.08
.08
.36
49

Table 19 (con't)

e L

3L 5
27 -.25 .13
.19 .09 .01
.09 -.10 .27
12 .36 .07
.09 .43 .23
-.51 -.06 .27
-.07 .02 -.20
.05 -.24 ~.0k4
b 21 .03
-.31 .08 .35
A1 -.02 -.25
16 .12 .20
.08 -.32 .43
27 -5 -.08
.13 -.06 -.17
16 .08 .30
o4 .09 .30
.33 .23 .46
.09 .28 .36
.03 -.10 .15
.20 .20 .34
.26 -.02 .05
43 .13 .o};

~tme iee

k7

—— - ——————

6 __.17...8 9 10 11 _12
Spring 1969

.54 .09 .38 .40 .08 .14 -.27
.21 .14k -.33 .34 .14 .03 .07
-k -0 .01 -.15 .25 .37 .h1
-.57 -.17 -.b7 ~-,12 .27 -.14 -.24
.30 .18 .16 -.09 .03 -.44 .28
-.52 .18 .23 .21 .18 -.14 -.10
.23 -.14 .17 .56 .20 .24 .12
.00 -4 .59 .53 .20 -,06 -.20
.34 .02 .08 .18 -.05 -.02 .00
-.62 .01 -.19 .38 .60 -.25 .25
-.05 .38 .08 .00 .56 -.02 .82
Fall 1969

-.05 .01 .10 .04 -,03 -.57 -.13
-21 .26 .03 .00 .35 -.12 .02
-.36 .08 -.01 -.45 .1k -.15 -.21
-.49 -.36 -.22 .41 .28 .17 .00
-.21 -.19 .10 .10 .26 .06 .02
-.17 -.22 .39 -.06 -.08 -.29 .18
-.61 -.32 11 .48 -.27 -.34 .15
-.16 -.06 .30 -.08 -.10 .13 .05
-.10 .21 .09 .17 .05 -.12 .03
.08 .30-.08 .30 .29 -.10 .13
.55 -.11 -.27 .36 .10 .18 .08
-.23 34 .0k -11 .15

.03 -.16

o0




Table 20

Number of Semesters in College by Course Evaluation
Controlled for Tutor and Sex of Student
(gamms.)

48

1 2 3...4 5 _6.._7....8...9.10 .11 .12

Adrian
Samuel
Gerhard
Charlotte
Arthur
Williem
Roberta
Paula
Linda

James

Delores
Adrian
Lee
Pamela
Robert A.
Gerhard
Arthur
Michael
Robert M.
Harvey

Janet

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

-056
-.04 -.56
-.26 -.23

-.32

-.29 .21

-.07 ~.07 -
-.03 -.06

.21 .Lo
.15 -.05
.13 -.23
.32 .3
ou8 -o3h
.35 .10
16 .49
JAbh .02
.26

.67
-.17
U8
.00
-.29
.02
.68
-.03
.20
-.32
-.11
-.33
-.09
-.05
-.34
.80
-.13
.59
-.52
92

.73 -.58
oh6 ‘011
11 .13
11 -.13
AL .25
.58 .29
.29 .27
.06 .00
.35 .67

.64 .28
.26 -.29
.29
.ol .15
.08 -.07
016 'oh6
056 ‘.19
07 .33
02 .11
.01 .05

.45
-.21
~-.13

.16
-038
-.58
-.LhL

.08

.25
-.08

.02
-.13
-.23
.15
.03
-.05

.23
-.11
-.34

.18 -.13
.19 .30

18 -.15
.28 Lo
.08 .11
.56 -.22

.32 -.17 -.02
.36
.27

29 kW2
.28 .06

.09
.23
.06
“cul
.13
.26
.08
.85
.18
-.03
.05
.11
.09
-.02
-.16
.50
058
.19
.15
.CO

-2k
.13
17
49
.31
.08
57
.00
.22
.10
-.06

.49 -.05 -.

.06
-.15
.10
.36
-.31

U7
.0k
.23
.32

—

Spring 1968

-.21 -.73 -.03

.03
.07
A3
.CO
.10
.36
.02
.01
.23
.34
.33
Lo
.13
.30

-.67

-.08 -.
-.06 -.

.33
16

.09
.30

.08
.22
.01
.00
.21
.56

.36
.13

L8

-.1L

.08
.51
.36
Ob .
-.09 -.02 -.07
Kl
.01

-.08

.23

A7 .21
06 -.L46
10 .10
-.09
Kol
.35
Ly
.26
L7
17
23
.01
01
16
23
.00
.3h
-.33
.CO

-.32
-.17
-.52
.21
.31
.02
-.10
-.09
-.32
.00
.09
.1k
.96
.03
.32

1968
iTe]
.10

-.08

-.19
.31
.25

-.37
.19
.06

-.16
.57

-.23

-.22

-.31

-.03
.02
.10
.01

-.09

03

19

-.27

Fall
-.1h
15
30

18
-.25
.23
.61
.15
38
14
.06
10
.17
.23

=

-.09...

.21 -.26
.0k .26
.75 .23
.35
2l

-39
.09

.25
. .55
oL .1k
.00 .50
.07 -.06
.00 .35
.07 .19
14 .09
.08 -.03
.ll ‘028
.07 Ly
22 2
.07 .23
.31 .26
.18 -.55
07 -l
.32 .19
U6 -.02
.13 -.13

30

R > % |

.22
16
.13
.38
-.ho
.58
.20
13
.03
.02
.22
.14
.03
.16
.33
.00
.13
‘008
-.19

.32

-

1

-.33
.06
Mol

-.20

-.00

-.15

-1k

-.08

-.84
.39
el

-06

-.46
.50
.30

‘010
.10
018

-.03
.31
.08
24

U7
.09
1.00
.1k
.21
.27
46
ol
.23
0L
-.08
.33
.20
.26
.10
.00
.31
.54
.30
.87

=~

.32
-39
.24
-.17
-.22

.32

.17
-.12
.08
.20
-.22
.2k
.33
.33
.32
.08
.30
.11
.25
.09
1L
.25

-.02
032
.13

-.10

-.52
.65
17
036
.88

27
.02
olll
-.35
L2
-.16
-.17
-.38
.12
.u8
.02
.28
-.28
.75
.52
.00
.00
.06
-.01




Table 20

6

7_ 8

Delores
Lee
Pamela
Robert A.
Jacqulyn
Arthur
Michael

Robert M.

Severine
Jack
Robert A.
Leslie
Kay
Violet
Anthony
Andrew
Antonia,
Robert M.

Janet

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Femagle
Male
Female
Male
Female

Male
Female
Male
Femal e
Male
Femele
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

.13
L7
ko
17
.12
.58
M

24
.07
.26
.28
.13
.2k
.00
.18

¥*

.38
27
.88
.01
.70
.00

1L
.15
.22
.16
.0k
11
.32
.55
11
.12
.35
.67
.16
.20
o)
.15
.ho
.3h
.28
.35
.25
.08
43 -
.10

21 -.12
.57 1.00
.54 -,20
.46 1.00
.10 -.17
.31 .07
3% *

.33 .68
.05 -.05
.18 .67
093 'o""l
L1 .05
.21 -.08
.03 .12 -
.60 -.U5
#* *
.29 ,01
.23 .69
64 .50
A3 -.11
0L -,05
U7 .00

.25 .53
.60 -.61
0L -, 62
.06 -.20
.18 -.16
.25-1.00
.64 -.08
U5 =13
-.22 .63
.15 -.09
.02 -.27
02 o7
Ay L1k
.23 .29
.18 .10
.03 .34
.22 -.25
.13 -.04
.05 .22
.34 .10
.16 -.32
.36 .12
. .35 1.00
-. L5 .06

Spring 1969

.48
.83
b9
.32
n
b2
L

w3
.26
.58
.56
1k
.30
.50
.69
.05
-90
45
37
.00

Fall
-.26
.21
.16
.26
ST
.J.0
.37
.61
.20
.32
.09
.00
.33
.66
.25
.02
.16
~.25
.33
.10
ST
.61
.32
17

A1 .24
.00 1.00
.06 -,28
.37 -.52
-.28 .13
.75 -.25

* *
-.22 -,31
.26 .28
15 .11
-.77 M43
9 .18
.39 .11
-.51 .24
1o -.81

* %

0L -.0L
-.21 .00
.35 -.52
-.19 .00
-0k .10
1.00 .00

1969
-.56 -.16
A48 .25
U5 .04
2k .03
-.06 -.08
L1 -2,
.75 -.86
.25 .03
.79 .03
.03 .13
.07 .54
.57 -.LL
.25 .50
Lo -.24
1k .38
.07 .12
146 .00
1k .13
.36 -.11
.26 -.07

olo _023 .

-.17 -.30
.17 -.37
-.05 -.13

.26
.00
.3h
.33
-.10
-.23
5%

.35
ST
-.34
27
.3b
L7
.73
.16
%
.09
.11
.55
.33
.03
24

.22
.54
.00
-.01
- bl
-.50
.00
57
-.56
.26
.27

.01 -
L7 -
o -

-.10
-.16
.53
.01
-.27
.55
.00
.18
.70
.18




