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ABSTRACT
A Reassessment of College Students'
Instructional Ixpectations and Lvaluations
Donald J. Calista

Chairman, Behavioral and Social Sciences Department, Bennett College

Questioning 1he conventional end-of-course ratings of professors,
an evaluations model was introduced to extend the notion of ratings to
incorporate measures of student classroom oxpcctations; As a working
framework for classroom role structure, the study employed Stogdill's
(1959) group achievement formulation to distinguish between those cxpec-
tations associated with institutional dynamics--defined as situational--
and those related with the classroom--defined as contextuul. Test at the
beginning and retest at the closing of a semester was administered to 2090
students in 8 social science classes at two two-ycar colleges and one
four-yecar college. Developed from previous Critical Incident and factoxr
analysis techniques, the 20-item instruments used modified Semantic Dif-
ferential scales. The major hypothesis found statistically significaut
differcnces between each class'! expectations and cvaluations, even for
high evaluations. Year in college was not a significant intervening
variable for either expectations or evaluations. If the evaluations
demonstrated the direction of expectations, but failed to indicate their
intensity, the study concluded that extrapolations made solely from eval-
uations were of questionable value in measuring the range of student-
teacher interaction. Redefining the expectations-evaluations framework

seemed appropriate and further research suggestions were oftfered.
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If the literature on student ratings of co]ioge courses dates from
the 1920s (Costin et al., 1971), its impact on educational practice is
far from conclusive.* Despite the greater use of statistical refinements,
there is little, if any, agreement as to what the ratings actually mea-
sure (Cohen and Brawer, 1967). Is it teaching or lecarning, or svme com-
bination--subtle or otherwisc--of the two that is judged? Often re-
scarchers skirt any theoretical--even semantic--issues by not discussing
whether student ratings are in fact evaluations. It scems that end-cf-
term ratings per se¢ should now be extended to incorporate certain goal-
setting and monitoring mechanisms. Only in this way can the traditional
notion of ratings become a more inclusive concept of evaluations. This
paper offers two alternatives to the present unsettled state of student
evaluations of college teaching. TFirst, it sceks to reformulate cnd-of-
term ratings, by defining them in relation to initial student expectaticns.
And, secondly, the paper presents a research design that employs this

reformulation.

Ixpectutions-Lvaluations Framevork

If there exists substantial literature on college student expectations
rclated to institutional dynamics, similar rescarch directed toward collaege
courses remains scant (Sternm, 1970). Nonetheless, to differentiate between
them, those expectations related to institutional press as cxplored by

Stern (1970:6-7), may be called situational and those expectations dirccted

My special tharks for gfencrous Lielp in completing this study are duc
to J. William Nystrom, Charles L. Palermo and Max Weiner.
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toward the classroom, contextual. Their essential difference being that
situational expectations may be more diffuse and generalized, whereas
contextual expectations are related more to group objectives and rele
expectations. This clarification scems necessary As much of the resecarch
contoversy over the problem of student situational expectations stems from
the unclear distinction made between situational and contextual categories
which, at least, for ctiological purposes, must be identified and con-
sidered scparately (ef. Teldman and Newcomb, 1969, 1:78-80). To make that
distinction, contextual expectations may be considered as those role and
group ijectjves students generate in relation to college courses and
instructors. A further separation also necds to be struck with conscnsual
expectations as discussed by Newcomb (1962). The key difference between
consensual--and contextual--expectations is the former's open-endedness

or seclf-defining cualitics, especially in relation to peer group member-
ship (Newcomb, 1962:469-475; cf. Cross ct al., 1058:48-67).

Although there is considerable work on contextual expectations in
small-group rescarch (Cartwrisht and Zander, 1968; Be;ger et al., 1962),
there is littl:e understanding of how they relate to college classroom
dynamics. The most suggestive formulation for this set of contextual
expectations has been provided by Stogdill (1959) in his general work on
group expectations. Stogdill defines expectation as a "readiness for
reinforcement"” which "is a function of drive, the estimated probability

of occurrence of possible outcome, and the estimated desirability of out-

come' (1959:62). Dy drive he means "the level of tension reactivity
exhibited by an organism,” which would become activated into rcadiness
for reintorcenent Jerined as "the extent to whicn an individual is pre-

pared or unprepared to experience, or reconciled to the prospect of
L]
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experiencing, a possible outeoemes™  Tin turn, actual outcomes would be
mediated by an individual's prediction, judgmment, or guess relative to
the likelihood that a given event will ocemr," as well as by the esti-
mated desivabilily which he defines as "on individual's judement relative
to the satisfyinguess of, need for, desond for, appropriatencss of, or
unpleasantness ofy a possible onteome™ (1959:62)." In the classroom,
these 1wo estinmates determine student expectations associatoed with pro-
jected outcomes of {eaches behaviors.  Aware that some question wight be
raised regarding 1the positive or negative valence ol the cstimates,
Stogdill adds that the "estimatce of probability and estimnte ol desiv-
ability are not opposite ends of the sune ¢ontimunrme..."  Instoad, theoe
estimates "interact 1o determine the level of expectations.”™  Aud, most
relevant to the classroom, "this interaction is formmlated in teormus of
what is uncertain in the fvtore as vell as in relation 1o xﬂud.hu; been
learncd in the past®™ (1052:123).

IT this concept of ewxpectations can be understood as an interaction

of probable and desivable cestimates, the particular behaviors are depen--

dent upor {the classroown role structive.  Accordingly, Stogdill first dis-

tingaishes betwieen the place of the formal structure of groups, making it
possible to determine the different expectations actually associated with
individual instructors by students. As such, Stogdill discriminates
between expectations "attached to position rather than the occupant of a
position." Since the classrocm's formal structure prescribes the pro-
Tessor's status and function which Yare defined for a position rather

| than for any given occupant of the position,”" Stogdill emphasizes the
relevance of cxpectations related 1o role siructure--and this }s most

Cappropriate here (1959:123).  For, if the ideal professor studics--which
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complement the instructor ratings rescarch--have identilficed distinet
classes of role behavior states associiated by studeuts with jnstructional
expectations (Perry, 1069; Lewis, 1968), then, examining the interplay

of these traits scems to be the next logical rescarch step.

Consequently, expectations as outlined by Stogdill have been used in
this paper as the role-related set of probable and desirable estimates of
instructor behaviors for which students exhibit a readiness of reinforcemeut.
This formulation permits classroom role &xpectations~—and subscquent eval-
uations--to be understood as both a function of the normative aspects of a
claésroom coupled with individual instructor behavior characteristics.

The interaction of student cstimates of desirable and probable instruc-
tional bchavior outcomes, in other words, not only determines evaluations,
as the ratings or ideal professor studies suggest,'but it'also activates
student expectations (cf. Berger et al., 1969). Simply, the concept of
expectations cmployed here includes measuring the readiness for projected
outcomes.

By contrast, it scems that the model adopted by typical end-of-
course ratings studies actually could impede an understanding of student
expectations in relation to their evaluations. By excluding measures of
probability and desirability these studies neglect to incorporate the
expectations that ordirarily precede evaluations. Nor can expectations
be assumed to be inherent in evaluations, for this has not been empirically
established at all. According to the definition of expectations used here,
for example, an affirmative or negative end-of-term rating in any instruc-
tional behavior category could have exceptional meaning only if initial
expectation inpuils are taken into account.  In the ratings studies, how-

ever, there scems to be no way to ascertain whether students expect a

6
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teacher to be friendly, ceven though he, in fact, turns out to be quite
friendly. The student ox class could be, nonetheless, expecting to
achieve more organized knowledge about subject matter for which the
students rate this less affirmatively. The degree %o which ecither sheds
light on actual student expectations may be limited. In the ratings
studies--and more so in practice--the tendency would be to total the two
results, perhaps, one equalizing or cancelling the other. Extrapolations
of student expectations made from their evaluations could be, in short,

of questionable valuec.

Resecarch Desion

Even when two recent researchers attempted to recast the typical end-
of-course ratings design, both stuck to surveying college students about
their expectations at the completion of the course (Phillips, 1964: Twa,
1970). In keeping with the reformulation of the expectations-cvaluations
framework now being proposed, this design was longitudinal and multi-
institutional. Tollowing Gage (1961:17), it [urther proposed relating
"changes in student[:7-~the dependent variable--to some measure of the
teacher's behavior or classroom experience.” An expectations inétrument,
later modified for cvaluations, was administered at the start of a scmes-
ter to 209 students about cqually divided into 8 introductoxy social
science classes in 3 colleges. Students wére not informed that the in-
strument would be rctaken for evaluations purposecs at the end of the
semester. The threc colleges were chosen becausc cach shares the explicit
institutional goal of stressing the teaching function. Alpha is a well-
established two-ycar college for women enrolling about 400 students; Beta
a newer comprchensive comunity college cnrolljﬁg about 2,500 students;

and Gamma is a 100 year old co-educational four-year college enrolling
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about 1,600 students. The colleges are located within a 100 piie radius
of New York City.
The instrument employed developed principally from two different
analytical ratings techniques. One of the most wjdnly used techniques
can be found in the University of Michigan studies (Isaacson, 19263;
McKeachic, 1903; McKeachie, 1969), which applivd factor analysis to itens
gathered {rom previonsly usecd ratings instruments. Lrom such a pool of
145 items, these studies derived 34 significant items (Isaacson et al.,
1963:345). The other research technique identified items through *he
Critical Incident method (Ryans, 1960:79-83). [I'rom structured and urstruc-
tured procedurcs Owen identified an inventory of critical incidents stu-
dents associate with college instructors' behaviors. His study further
demonstrated a high degree of intercorreclation between its Critical Inci-
dent items and the Michigan ones (1967:146). Thus, the items for the
present study's expectations-cvaluations instrument were sclected both
from Owen's study and from Michigan's pool. In all, a total of 20 items
were used for the instrument. These items were, in turn, clustered within
the six Critical Incident instructional bchavior categoriecs (1967:47).1
Because both the items and the category clusters were identified from
estimates of dcsirable and probable belaviors associated with instructional
roles, they can serve as a working approximuation of contextuul expectations.
By comparison, if the Critical Incident and factor amalysis techniques

provided highly corrclated instruments items, there is little consistency

IThe six instructional behavior catedgorics employed were: I-Prescent-
ation of Material-Content, Structure, and Scope; TT-Presentation of Material-
Student Particination; JIT-Preeentation of Material-Instructor's Style: 1V-
Teacher and Student Rupport-(Jacs Interactions V-Lvaluation of Students;
and, VI-Reguircments ol Students. -
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in scaling techniques for end-of-course ratings rescarch.  Though varicty
in scaling practice can be advantapgcous, there has been no substantial
attompt on the part of ratings! rescarchers to integrate theic work vt
previous ones (Costin et al., 1971).  For cxample, if one study adopted

a nince-point sentence completion technique with the opposite pules boing
some variation of: "I found the textbook in this course to bes 1) Very
dull" to "9) Very interesting,” (McClelland, 1970:89) another used adjec-

"on an open=cnded seven poiut

tives such as "probing" or "sympathetic!
scale (Turner et ale, 1969:67). A nced for nore uniform sealing teclnique
scemed obvious.

Onc scaling technique already employed by two recent investigators,
Lewis (1968) and Rees (1969), was the Osgood Semantic Differential (1937).
In employing a seven-point scale, the semantic differential permitied
greater amplitude at the extremes, vhile incorporating a mid-point as well.
The substantive criticism raised concerning its scale had been the usunl
one regarding the neutrality of the mid-point (Suider and Osgood, 19u2).
Yet it appeared, trom recent evidence, that this did not impair the usce-
fulness of the technique (Oetting, 1967). Despite their somewhat different
designs, the Lewis and Rees studies suggested promising applications of the
semantic differential to cvaluations rescarch. Lewis used the bipolar
adjectives, for example, to determine whetler college professors were
perceived in uniformly sterotypic terms, and foun.i that different disci-
plines evoked significantly divergent images in students (1968:189).

Unlike these studies, however, the current study cemployed only one bijpolar

puir of adjectives per instrument item. Tor instance, "What do you expect

1,00

the instructor's bnowledee of the sabject 1o bhe'?
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: : Inferior

Superioyr :

In addition, in order to determine the appropriatencss of the expectat fons-
evaluations instrument the last item of cach recorded student appraisal of
the instrument.  This, measure, usuially aboent I’ron; ratings instrinent s,
read:  How do you rate the ability of this survey to determine your ovn

v expectations [_7-\’;1].11:1“011.‘_»‘7 for 1this course?

Wenk

Strong : :

Though this was certainly not an internal control, it wonld i1l provide

some indication of the effectiveness of the Senantic Differential.

Hypotheses Considered

The major hypothesis would naturally compare the expectations with the
subsequent evaluations.  Stated in the null forms  One, within any class
there would be no statistically significant difference n student expectie-
tions in the six Critical Incident cateporics and the subsequent student

evaluations. DBecause year in college is so prominent in research rolated

to institutional press (sitnational expectations), three hypothescs vere
raised regarding college year.e  IWo, freshmen wowdd not exhibit statisticully
significant hipher expectations comparcd with other clascmen in any one of
the six Critical Incident cateporiesy three, tfreshwen woudd not exhibit
statistically signiticant hipher evalouations compared with other ¢lassmen
in any one of the sig Critical Incident cateporiesy andy four, there would
be no statistically signiticant difference between freshmen expecetations
and their evaluations compared with other clusswen in any one of the six
Critical Incident categorics.

The question of ey in colleye relates speeifically to the notion of
the "Freshmam Myth” (Stern, 197¢8175) 1n ?:j:;. studies dealing with situ-
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ational expectations, he found that freshmen "loois forwvard to high lovels
of activities relevant to both acadenic and non-academic press..o’ Yot
"this dovs not correspond to the actual characterietics of [Aheir] schools
at all? (1970:92).  Iven though these studics jucluded general questions
about faculty instruction and conrses, how close the resulting conclusions
would be when contestual expectations were differentiated {rom the sito-
ational ones remained an open question.  llence, the three hypotheses

involving yeuar in college.

Findings and Discussion

Since the data will be presented in terms of the Critical Incident
instructional categorices, they will be abbreviated as folloos: T--Content;
I1I--Participation; I1I--Stylo; IV--Rapport, V--Lvaluation: and, VI--
Requirements. 71t should also be nentioned that Alpha's classes are cited
as Ay B, C and D: Leta's as B oand oo, qumu's as G and H. For ecacii of
the hypothesen, two-tailed tests were used because the null fornm did not
include a prediction of direction. Statistical simificance was minimunly
accepted at the .03 level of judgment,

The firs -=md mijor--hypothesis considered the changes in ecach sample
cliuss.  To test one nulld hypothesis of no ditferences between expectations
and evaluations for cach Critical Incident category, group means were com-
pared using the 1 test betveen correlated peans (Micller ot al., 1970:417).
In cach caxe degrees of freedon were determined Dy the nunber of test pairs
rinus one.  The relevant data can be towd in Tables 1, 2 and 3. In Beta
and G colleges sigmificant differcencees were found in virtually all of
the outo;nrivs in cach of the classes and cellege totals. Most of the
dirVerences were ot the G0) Tevels A R el leee elassEes reported sone

simificant ditferences jn three ¢ the four classes.  The college total
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produced sjgnjfiéant differences in four of six Critical Incident
categories. 1In all, 30 out ol 48 expectations-evaluations Critical In-
cident compurisons reached acceptuble levels of statistical significance.
In only 4 instances in classes A and B did the mean differences for the
evaluations outweigh the expectations; of these, oue instance produced a
significant difference in the Participation category of class A. Thus,
the null hypothesis was rcjected for the alternative that di{ferences
were to be found between student contextual expectatioﬁs and their
evaluations.

An analysis of the ranks for the expectations and evaluations cate-
goriés confirmed tha alternative hypothesis; too. This analysis might
help answer questions raised regarding the reliability of the study
population. Data reported in Table 4 indicated the rank order (rho) com-
putations for the Critical Incident expectations scales in each of the
colleges. The rank differences between the colleges were negligible.
Furthermore, the relative constancy of the students' expectations can be
seen by comparing the rank order (rho) differences of their -xpectutions
and their subsequent cvaluations. 'fable 5 reported this data. Despite
the varying group mean differencues aciually recorded by each class, the
students ranked the six Critical Incident categories in a rather con-
sistent fashion. This secemed remarkable cyen if one were faced with the
fact that the Studenté' expectations were met with uneven outcomes. The
rho ratios for the Criticsl Incident categories for Alpha college was .93,
for Beta .76, and for Camma .94. Certainly this would serve as a confir-
mation of the substantivc hypﬂthesis that expectations influence the way

students record their evaluctionsg of instructors.
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This concluéion scemed to be supported by noting student reactions
to the expectations and evaluations instruments. This data--gathered
from responses regarding the efficacy of the instruments--can be found in
Table 6 by sex, with a t test for correlated meaus computed for differences.
The only difference actually noted did indicate that the evalvations in-
strument proved to be a better indicator of student responses.  Adain,
despite the significant differences between actual expectations and cval- ;

uations, student response to the study instruments remained relatively

constant.
To test the second hypothesis that there would be no difference

between freshmen and other classmen, group means for each Critical Im-

cident expectﬁtions category were computed and reported in Table 7.
Because therc were so few third and fourth year students in each intro-
ductory social science course, the data were grouped by freshmen and
sophomores. The t test for uncorrelated--or independent-means~--(Mueller
et al., 1970:407) was used for determining statistically significant dif-
ferences. Degreces of frcedom were determined by summing up the two test
samples minus two. 'Since no differences were noted, the null hypothesis
was therefore accepted, which in this case, served as the substantive one.

Clcarly, the freshmen and sophomores reported similar contextual expec-

.

tations. Even if one discounts the existemce of an "upper-classmen”
ceffect for the two-year college students, no differences were reported by
the four-ycar college sophomores.

The third hypothesis that there would be no differences in freshman

and sophomore evaluations was similarly tested and cited in Table 8. As
can be readily scen, the only differences noted were for sophomores--and

| these were significantly greater. Although sophomore cvaluations were
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significantly higher in these nine instances, in all but one, their
evaluations remained higher than freshmen. lere again, the null hypoth-
esis was accepted, tur, when differences appeared sophomore cvaluations
--not freshman--produced them.

Hypothesis four tested the proposition that there would be no signif-
icant differences between freshmen expectations and evaluations as com-
pared with sophomores. The group means for this comparison by college
can be found in Table 9. llere the t test for correlatéd means was employed.
Since there were significant differences to the .001 level for both fresh-
man and sophomore evaluations the null hypothesis became untenable. This
wouid confirm the substantive hypothesis of this sfudy——students record
their classroom experiences in similar ways. Taking Beta college, for
example, it did not make much difference vhether freshmen had lower cxpec-
tations than sophomores, for the actual experiences produced significantly
lower evaluations for both groups. To sum up, the three hypotheses regarding
college year, both freshmen and sophomores recorded expectations and eval-
uvations that scemed to relate each other's reality rather than their year

in college as such. °

As a study of student contextual expectations in relation to their
evaluations in the natural setting of the glassrgom, the findings sup-
ported the substantive hypotheses, namecly, that end-of-course ratings
offered only a general understanding of expectations. This was affirmed
in the amalyses of each class and college group means as well as rank
ofder compariscns for the Criticul Incident expectations and evalunations
categories. More importuntly, the findings demonstrated that statistically

significant differences emerged between expectations and evaluations, cven
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for thosce classes vhere the actual evaluations vordd provably qualifly as
being reasonably highe  In such instances, as or classes A and € in
Table 1, sigificant differences occurred in hall of the categorics. 1
evaluations were the only -measure for those clnﬂsvg in Tables 2 and 3,
the lower cxpectations, in comparison with 51111 Jover--uidl siynificant
——cvaluations would surely cscape notice.  So, despite the faet that the
students in these social science classes exhibited similar diredctions for
contextuul expectations and cvaluations, the actual intcasity of these
factors varied. In other words, it now scemed safer to say that c:tra-
polatioﬂs from evaluations regarding the actual natire of student-teacher
classroom interaction could be of qucstionaﬂle value.

The dichotony between expectations and evaluations appearced more
promiznient concerning year in college. Here the data substwntially indi-
cated that freshmen and sophomores exhibited similar contextual expecta-
tions in all three colleges. Regarding cevaluations, however, it was 1
sophomores, not the freshmen who consistently revealed hicher evaluations
--and, in some cases statistically siynmificant ones as reported in Table 9.
This did certainly question the applicability of relating the findings
from situational--or generalized--expectations to classrocm contexts
(Wallace, 190635 Stern, 1970).  If a "Ireshman Myth" existed for the cur-
rent study's groupings, then it applied 1o sophomores, too. Somewhat of
an inversion touk place: compuared with sophomores, freshmen expectations
appeared morc in keeping with their cvaluations. As proposed in the con-
ceptual frameworik outlined carlicr, these findings support the nced for
differentiating between the operation of sets of college-related expee-
tations. Tn this rerard, i1 eisht be noted that even in Feldmom ond

Newcomb's comprchensive study, no attempt was made to distinguish betveen
L]
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differing cets of student expectat ions (1969, T:78-82), such os situ-
ational and contextual ones.

Thus, as part of any future veseardh ecgenda, it would be importauc
to learn uow students report eacl ot o expectationns Are the diffoer-
cnees to be found in the perception of cach set?  To be suse, the Tindings
of thic ctudy-=in keeping vith SLopdi2 s ramework--indicated that the
role ind perforamee anpects of a classroon worldd clearly aceount fox
some of Ahe poraible differences dn reporting contextual expectations.
T ouy the Gnnmics off classroon participation comparved with institu-
tianad reshersip huve 71011 1o be elarificed,

What jrnolications did this study veveal for enrrently aceepted oval-
witions? 10 evidluations sinply meant o reaction 1o the instruoctional

»
]

process, then Che end=-of<corie vatings night 51§11 nerve o valuabloe

fupction.  Tor, as thin study confirncd-=in keepiage with previous roscarch--
an end-of=conr eoratinge ean be dovenerally reliable indicator of student
reaction.  hute if testine student-teacher interaction becones desirabloe,
theny, the approprictene: s of expectat ion inputs would be obvious,  (leaxly,
precently conccived end-otf=conro e ratines have built-in linitations. 1In
addition, these ratines could oreate the false ippression that the students
in any one class rowidn juert, copecially I an fnstructor received similar
ratings over tine.  Certainly for this study's gqroups, the expectations
dimension would have added 1o an understanding of teacher-student inter-
action, or laci. of ite

The problen of classroom interaction raised a question concerning the
contextual expectations: rodel. 110 this approach inherently called for
proeater prorticbdion by stabnt and teacker i defining classroon objec-

tives, its corollary vawdd be the inercasced awareness of cach otherts

expectations. Heneey, it wipht be arpned that in order to establish the
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credibility of this model, the study had to demonstrate the obvious. That
is; student expectations would be different frém their cvaluations. If
this was so, it resulted from the fact that end-of-course ratings charac-
teristically failed to include the intensity ol student expectations.
Obvious or not, the findings of this study would discourage any cvaluations

cast in isolation from expectatiomns.

Recommendations

If this study was limited by the inlgroup homogeneity of the student
samples, it might be apprcpriate to replicate the design in other mudti-
insfitutional scttings with a cross-section of students. Since most end-
of~course ratings research has taken place in state colleges and univer-
sities, it would be advantageous to introduce the expectations dimension
into those settings, too. If single institutions must be.used, then the
sample should be heterogeneous. Additional work in the area of instru-
mentation scemed appropriate. Although this study suggested Osgood's
Semantic Differential technique to overcome the increased prolifieration
of instruments, perhaps othier scales--some already in vse--could be cor-
related with it. fhe thrust of any future refinements, however, should
focus on validating cxpectations-evaluations instimments.

Improvements in the study design could be suggested, too. One would
be to introduce certain controls into the design itself. For example, it
could now prove werthwhile to manipulate the classroom situation--the
independent variable--by employing the concept of contextual expectetions
into some groups only. Although many factors wonld require controi, it
would be important to learn the eftects of this appreach in actual class-
rooms. This type of cxuperiment could be conducted in inrger institutions
with r«lative easc. In small celleges further controls would have te be

introduced through & mdti-institutional design.
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Further, studies might consider the intervening variables of class
size and differing subject areas in relation to the expectations-eval- ‘ i
uations approach suggested here. Longer-range longitudinal studies would

be needed to determine the impact of actually employing this approach on

both students and teachers. Similarly, comparisons between the more in-
novative curricula and colleges with the more conventional approaches
would certainly help determine whether contextual expectations could

become an acceptable classroom model. Studies of this type would also

T VAL 8 ek A M s bt gD S

help evaluate the systems approaches now veing suggested for higher edu-

cation (Axelrod, 1969).

By way of conclusion, it might be said that despite the rapidly

changing college scene, the research scene might still lack reliable know-
ledge regarding its sinc qua non: the learning scene. The situation re-
‘mained not too different from an observation of ten years ago: ". . . a

straight-forvard attack on the area of stundent-instructor role dynamics

in the college cultural sctting is yet to be made'" (Dick, 1961:415).
Fortunately, a corrective was recently issued calling.for a multi-dis-
ciplinary field to study the parameters of classroom dynamics, appropriately
named the sociology of lecarning (Boocock, 1966:1). If its limits were

still somewhat undefined, examining the interplay of contextnal and situ-
ational expectations with related sociological variables in the college
setting should be part of its research schedule. The concept of a sociolog
of learning would thereby give needed direction and shape to classroom

evaluations, including the contextnal expectations dimension.
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