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ABSTRACT

A Reassessment of College Students'

Instructional Expectations and Evaluations

Donald J. Calista

Chairman, Behavioral and Social Sciences Department, Bennett College

Questioning the conventional end-of-course ratings of professors,

an evaluations model was introduced to extend the notion of ratings to

incorporate measures of student classroom expectations. As a working

framework for classroom role structure, the study employed Stogdill's

(1959) group achievement formulation to distinguish between those expec-

tations associated wit]} institutional dynamics--defined as situational- -

and those related with the classroom--defined as contextual. Test at the

beginning and retest at the closing of a semester was administered to 209

students in 8 social science classes at two two-year colleges and ono

four-year college. Developed from previous Critical Incident and factor

analysis techniques, the 20-item instruments used modified Semantic Dif-

ferential scales. The major hypothesis found statistically significant

differences between each class' expectations and evaluations, 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 expectations0Jut failed to indicate their

intensity, the study concluded that extrapolatioris 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 offered.
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If the literature on student ratings or college courses dates from

the 1920s (Costin et el., 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 atings actually mea-

sure (Cohen and Drawer, 1969). Is it teaching or learning, or some com-

bination--subtle or otherwise--of the two that is judged? Often re-

searchers skirt any theoretical--even semantic--issues by not discussing

whether student ratings are in fact evaluations. It seems that end-ef-
.

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. First, it seeks to reformulate end-of-

term ratings, by defining them in relation to initial student expectations.

And, secondly, the paper presents a research design that employs this

reformulation.

Expectations-Evaluations Framework

If there exists substantial literature on college student expectations

related to institutional dynamics, similar research directed toward college

courses remains scant (Stern, 1970). Nonetheless, to differentiate between

them, those expectations related to institutional press as explored by

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

*My special thriuks lor :icnorous holp comploting this study are due
to J. Ny:Aro:!1, Charles L. l'alonno and Max



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 role

expectations. This clarification seems necessary as much of the research

contoversy over the problem of student situational expectations stems from

the unclear distinction made between situational and contextual categories

which, at least, for etiological purposes, must be identified and con-

sidered separately (cf. Feldman and Newcomb, 1969, 1:78-80). To rake that

distinction, contextual expectations may be considered as those role and

group objectives students generate in relation to college courses and

instructors. A further separation also needs to be struck with consensual

expectations as discussed by Newcomb (1962). The key difference between

consensual--and contextual--expectations is the i'ormer's open-endedness

or self-defining clualities, especially in relation to peer group member-

ship (Newcomb, 1962:469-475; cf. Gross et al., 1958:48-69).

Although there is considerable work on contextual expectations in

small-group research (Cartwright and Zander, 1968; Berger et al., 1969),

there is litt1,2 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 expoctation 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). By drive he means "the level of tension reactivity

exhibited by an organism," which would become activated into readiness

for reinforcement ''.efined as "the extent. to which an individual is pre-

pared or unprepared to experience, or reconciled to the prospect of
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experiencing, a possible outeLme." Iii tiuni, actual outcomes would be

mediated by an individual's prediction, ,Itl(h or guess relative to

the likelihood that a given event will occur," as well as by the esti-

mated desirability which he defines as "an individual's judgment relative

to the satisfying.ness of, need fur, demand for, appropriateness of, or

unpleasantness uf: a possible outcome" (195) :62): In the classroom,

these two estimates determine student expectations associated with pro-

jected outcomes of teache behaviors. Aware that some question might be

raised regarding the, pusitive or negative valence of the estimates,

Stogdill adds that the "estimate of probability and estimate desir-

ability are not opposite ends of the same c)ntinuum...." the!-:e

estimates "interact to &tern-Line the level of expectations." And, most

relevant to the classroom, "this interaction is formnlated in terms of

what is uncertain in the future as yell as in relation to what lets been

learned in the past" (1959:12A).

If this concept of expectations can be understood as an interaetion

of probable and desirable estivotes, the particular behaviors are depen-

dent 'Tor the classroom role structure. Accordingly, Stogdill first dis-

tingaishes between the place of the formal structure of groups, mdking it

possible to determine the different expectations actually associated with

individual instructors by students. As such, Stogdill discriminates

between expectations "attached to posjtiun rather than the occupant of a

position." Since the classroom's foruol structure prescribes the pro-

fessor's status and function which "are defined for a position rather

than for any given occupant of the position," Stogdill emphasizes the

relevance of expectations related to rule.strueture--and this is most

appropriate here (1959:123). For, if the ideal professor studies--which



complement the instructor ratings researchhave identified distinct

classes of role behavior states assoulated by students with instructional

expectations (Perry, 1969; Lewis, 1968), then, examining the interplay

of these traits seems to be the next logical research stop.

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 reinforcement.

This formulation permits classroom role expectations--and subsequent eval-

uations--to be understood as both a function of the normative aspects of a

classroom coupled with individual instructor behavior characteristics.

The interaction of student estimates of desirable and probable instruc-

tional behavior 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 employed here includes measuring the readiness for projectcd

outcomes.

By contrast, it seems that the model adopted by typical end-of-

course ratings studies actually could impede an understanding of student

expectations in relation to their evaluations. Isy excluding measures of

probability and desirability these studies neglect to incorporate the

expectations that ordinarily 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 inputs are taken into account. In the ratings studies, how-

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

6
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teacher to be friendly, even though he, in fact, turns out to be quite

friendly. The student or class could be, nonetheless, expecting to

achieve more organized knowledge about subject matter for which the

students rate this less affirmatively. The degree to which either sheds

light 011 actual student cxpectations 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 value.

Research Design

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-evaluations

framework now being proposed, this design was longitudinal and multi-

institutional. Following Gage (1961;17), it further proposed relating

"changes in studentfgthe dependent variableto some measure of the

teacher's behavior or classroom experience." An expectations instrument,

later modified for evaluations, was administered at the start of a semes-

ter to 209 students about equally divided into 8 introductory social

science classes in 3 colleges. Students were not informed that the in-

strument would be retaken for evaluations purposes at the end of the

semester. The three colleges were chosen because each shares the explicit

institutional goal of stressing the teaching function. Alpha is a well-

established two-year college for women enrolling about 400 students; Rota

a newer comprehensive comunity college enrolling about 2,500 students;

and Gamma is a 100 year old co-educational four-year college enrolling

7
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about 1,600 students. The colleges are located within a 100 miic radius

of New York City.

The instrument employed developed principally from two different

analytical ratings techniques. One of the moFt wide]y used techniques

can be found in the University of Michigan studies (Isaacson, 1.963;

McKeachle, 1.963; McKeachi e, 1)69 ), which applied factor analysis to items

gathered from previously used ratings instruments. from such a pool of

145 items, these studies derived 34 significant items (Isaacson et al.,

1963:345). The other research technique identified items through the

Critical Incident method (Ryans, 1960:79-83). From structured and urAruc-

tuxed procedures Owen identified an inventory of critical incidents stu-

dents associate with college instructors' behaviors. His study further

demonstrated a high degree of intercorrelation between its Critical Inci-

dent items and the Michigan ones (1967:140). Thus, the items for the

present study's expectations-evaluations instrument were selected 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 behavior categories (1967:47).1

Because both the items and the category clusters were identified from

estimates of csirable and probable behaviors associated with instructional

roles, they can serve as a working approximation of contextual expectations.

By comparison, if the Critical Incident and factor analysis techniques

provided highly correlated instruments items, there is little consistency

1The six instructional behavior categories employed were: I-Present-
ation of Material-Content, Structure, and Scope; TT-Presentation of Material-
Student Part-icipation; iII-Picr.ntatinn of MntLrial-InAructor's ik-
Teacher and :tudent i:appurt-Oa.,6 Interaction; `- Evaluation of Students;
and, VI-Requirements of Students.
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in scaling techniques fur end-uf-course rat ings research. Though variety

in scaling practice can be advantzigeous, ihere has in no falbstantial

attempt on the itart of ratings' researchers to integrite theft work t.ith

previ ous ones (C(wtin et al . 1971 ). Fur i f one tidy adopt ed

a nine-point sentence completim technique with the oppusi:e poles h( in;:

some variation of: "I found the textbook in this course to be: 1) Very

dull" to "9) Very interesting," (McClelland, 1970:89) another used adjec-

tives such as "probing" or "sympathetic" on an upon-ended seven point

scale (Turner et al., 1969:67). A need for more uniform seal. ing technique

seemed obvious.

One scaling technique already employed by two recent investigators,

Lewis (1968) and Rees (1969), was the Osgood Semantic Differentia] (1957).

In employing a seven-point scale, the semantic differential penaitted

greater amplitude at the extremes, while incor.)orating a mid-p.: int as well.

The substantive criticism raised concerning its scale had been the usual

one regarding the neutrality of the mid-point (Snider and Osgood, 1969).

Yet it appeared, from recent evidence, that this did nut impair the use-

fulness of the technique (Oetting, 3967). Despite their somewhat different

designs, the Lewis and Rees studies suggested promising applications of the

semantic differential to evaluations research. I.k.wis used the bipolar

adjectives, for example, to determine whether college professors were

perceived in uniformly sterutypic terms, and fouila that different disci-

plines evoked significantly divergent images in students (1968:189).

Unlike these studies, however, the current study employed only one bipolzr

pair of adjectives per instrument item. ror instance, "flint do you expect

the instructor's :1!,Jw10(_!;_ry uf the :iubjiRq 11) lw"?

9
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Iii addition, in order to determine the appropriateness (d the expectalions-

evaluations instrument the last item of each recorded :;Indnt appraisal of

the i nst nment VI is) I-flea:Aire) usually absent from ratinvs instrmlents,

read: How do yon rate the ability of On; survey to determine your (67n

expectations jvalnation2 for this course?

Strong Weak

Though this was certainly not an intenial wtrol, it would st pr()Vidc

some indication of the effectiveness of the Sewntie

Hypotheses Considered

The major hypothesis would naturally compare the expectations with the

subsequent evaluations. Stated in the null form: One) within any class

there would be no statistically sie,nificant dl; Terence in student expecta-

tions in the six Critical Incident cate',.,orie:; aLd the ubsequent student

evaluations. !li year in colle;.!o is ::o pr6m.inent in rese:Irch related

to institutional press (situational expeet;rtions), three hypothes(.s were

raised regarding college year. Two, freshmen would not exhibit statistically

significant higher expectations compared with other clasmen in any one of

the six Critical Incident cate.ories; three) freshmen would nut exhibit

statistically significant hi;dier ovaluatiorna compared with other classmon

in nny onto of the Critical Incident categories; and, four, there would

be no statistically significant difference betmeen fre:,hmen expectations

and their evaluations compared with other classmon ill any ono of the six

Critical Incident categories.

The (11I( St ion Of :,,ear collo;T rolatvs :-TocificaEly to the notion of

the "freshman !'tyth" 1)7e:)% In !:is studies deal in;.; with
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ational expectations, he found that freshmen "lool; forward to high levels

of activities relevant to both academic and non-a cademi c press....' Yet,

"this doe!; not curre:yond to the actual. (L aracterit:ties of jhuig schools

at all? (1970:92). Even though these studie: included general questions

about faculty instruction and courses, how close the resulting C )nclus ions

would be when contertual e pect,7it ions were di Iferent ated from the 51 tu-

ational ones remained an open qu !stion. Hence, the three hypotheses

involving year in college.

Findings and Discussion

Since the data will be presented in terms of the Critical Incident

inst rust ional cat egories, they will be abbreviated as follo.7s: J-- Content;

III--Sty):!; IVRapport, V--Evaluation; and, VI--

Requirements. It should also be Lent i tined that Alpha's classes arc cited

as A, B, C and 1): Leta's as E and I': and, Gamma's as G and H. For each of

the hypotheses, two-tailed tests were used because the null form did riot

include a prod et ion of direction. Statistical .S ifi cance was runimurtly

accepted at the .05 level of judgmont.

The firs --and majorhypothesis considered the changes in each sample

c]ass. To te!it ,110 n03 hypothesis of no differences between expectations

nod evaluat ions for each Critical Incident category, group means were Com-

pared using the t test between correlated :;cans (Mueller et .11. 1970:417).

In each dev,rees of freodori were determined fry the number of test pairs

MiiiUS One. The relevant data can he found in Tables 1, 2 and 3. In Beta

and colleges Li gni 11 cant d i fferences were found in virtually all of

11U categories in each of the classes and college totals. Most of the

dif:rene- w..re at the .Id c-11(..21. 1-ep,r1(4! su7.e

:,ignificzlnt differences in three ( the four classes. The college Lotal
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produced significant differences in four of six Critical Incident

categories. In all, 30 out oL 48 expectations-evaluations Critical In-

cident comparisons reached acceptable 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, (Top instance produced a

significant difference in the Participation category of class A.. Thus,

the null hypothesis was rejected for the alternative that differences

were to be found between student contextual expectations and their

evaluations.

An analysis of the ranks for the expectations and evaluations cate-

gories 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 :expectations

and their subsequent evaluations. Table 5 reported this data Despite

the varying group mean differences ac'caally recorded by each class, the

students ranked the six Critical Incident categories in a rather con-

sistent fashion. This seemed remarkable even if one were faced with the

fact that the students' expectations were met wilh uneven outcomes. The

rho ratios for the Critical Incident categories for Alpha college was .93,

for Beta .76, and for Gamma .94, Certainly this would serve as a confir-

mation of the substantive hypthesis that expectations influence the way

students record their evaluations of instructors.
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This conclusion seemed 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 means computed for differences.

The only difference actually noted did indicate that the evaluations in-

strument proved to be a better indicator of student responses. Again,

despite the significant differences between actual expectations and eval-

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 In-

cident expectations category were computed and reported in Table 7.

Because there 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. Degrees of freedom 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.

Clearly, the freshmen and sophomores reported similar contextual expec-

tations. Even if one discounts the existence of an "upper-classmen"

effect for the two-year college students, no differences were reported by

the four-year 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 seen, the only differences noted were for sophomoresand

these were significantly greater. Although sophomore evaluations were

S
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significantly higher in these nine instances, in all but one, their

evaluations remained higher than freshmen. Here again, the null hypoth-

esiS was accepted, for, when differences appeared sophomore evaluations

--not freshman--produced them.

Hypothesis four tested the proposition that there wlld 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. Here the t test for correlated 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

would confirm the substantive hypothesis of this study--students record

their classroom experiences in similar ways. Taking Beta college, for

example, it did not make much difference whether freshmen had lower expec-

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 eviectations and eval-

uations that seemed to relate each other's reality rather than their year

in college as such.

Conclusions

As a study of student contextual expectations in relation to their

evaluations in the natural setting of the classroom, the findings sup-
.

ported the substantive hypotheses, namely, that end-of-course ratings

offered only a general understanding of expectations. This was affirmed

in the analyses of each class and college group means as well as rank

order comparisons for the Critical Incident expectations and evaluations

categories. More importantly, the findings demonstrated that statistically

significant differences emerged between expectations and evaluations, even
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for those CailflOCU where the actual evaluations would probably qualify ill;

being reasonably high. In such instances, a.; for cl;,sses A and C in

Table 1, significant differences occurred in hal;. of the categories. If

evaluations were the only measure for those classes in Tables 2 and 3,

the lower expectations, in comparison with still lower-6;A ,;ignificant

- -eval uat ions would suiely escape notice. So, derpite the fact that the

students in these social science classes exhibited z,imilar dife(tion for

contextual expectations and evaluations, the actual intensity of these

factors varied. In other words, it now seemed safer to say tlaa extra-

polations from evaluations regarding the actual nature of student-teacher

classroom interaction could be of questiona6le value.

The dichotomy between expectations and evaluations appeared more

prominent concerning year in college. Here the data substantially indi-

cated that freshmen and sophomores exhibited similar contextual. expecta-

tions in all three colleges. Regarding evaluations, however, it was tIle

sophomores, not the freshmen who consistently revealed higher evaluations

--and, in some cases statistically significant ones as reported in Table

This did certainly question the applicability of relating the findlio;

from situationalor generalizedexpectations to classroom contexts

(Wallace, 1966; Stern, 1970). If a "Freshman Myth" existed for the cur-

rent study's groupings, then it applied to sophomores, too. Somewhat of

an inversion took place: compared with sophomores, freshmen expectations

appeared more in keeping with their evaluations. As proposed in the con-

ceptual framewor outlined earlier, these findings support the need for

differentiating between the operation of sets of college-related expec-

tations. In this rc;!;Irt:, it v.i..!ht be liutcd th,:t even ill Ield:-Ian :u

Newcomb's comprehensive study, no attempt was made to distinguish between

9.
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di Her i :et s of st lidera expect at ionri (:1.96(,), I :78-82 )) such 0.:-; sit u-

at iunal and route:dual ones.

Thiu;, as part of any future resear(h ;Tenda, it would he imporLanc

1(1 Jean" ;low n't ildent:; renort each ;et (.y.pcct jolly- Are the differ-

(lice:, to he folind in file percept ion or cach f;et? TO he SII.:(:) the finding's

of till:, :A irdy-- in Lerpitr,i, with f.:trorrd frarriewo-r1:--indicated that the

role and perfor;',ance ;1:,pect::. of a c3;r::;roorir woidd clearly account for

: orH4. of the po:,:,ihte di ff erencer; in report iIi !! cont ext nal expect ation:;.

iii ii, the :11:1 &: of classroom part ici pat ion copipared with 1tt-

1 ;onal re:-Irer:.':ip li:tvi 1 111 to he .1 .j i ed.

1%1:11 ;at ion:, did liii t tidy reveal ror currently aceoptoci vai-

nal imi:;f evi.luat ions :;ir:Iply r;eanl a react ion to the ili1211c1..i.onal

111011 :lie 4'nd-of rut 1.,i;111 :;1 Mi ::.erve a vziluul):1(.

f uucl iun. Fur, ti 1: l udy cut) 1)170%':i()Ils

flu end-or-eeitr; 1 1%11 e;:n no : 'li'l1'/ re3 indiCator of :-;tticl.(:)rt

react i in. tilt . if 1 ii11.1,111 -leacher int er;Icti(in becurles

then) the :Ippropri:1#1,.::- of c:\pect,".1 ion input:, 1,,,ou1d lie obviorn;. Clearly,

pre:.ently conceit ed (..nd-of -cour. e rat have built-in

11u.:',(. rut cuu:1(1 create 'Ilre JIe impresr.ion that the studclo_s

in any one rer!lain inert e::pecially if an instructor received :driii.lar

rat i 1I over t ine. Certainly for ill in :,-111dy eroupb, the expectations

dimension would have added to an unders,tanding of teacher-studnt 'Alter-

act ion, or lai c. of it.

The pr()11.1t'll 4d. CiaL.:-;r00111 interact ion raised a question concerning the

contextual c...:pectat ;ono 1..,odel. If this approach inherently called for

.,1':i1.nt and teac!'...)- in de Finin.,r clarrroon ol),jec-

iV(':;, it c't.?" the 111Cri.a:,c'd allan'neSS each ethel*i

lielleey it Might. he ar;med 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 from their evaluations. If

this was so, it resulted from the fact that end of-course ratings charac-

teristically failed to include the intensity of aluident expectations.

Obvious or not, the findings of this study would discourage any evaluations

cast in isolation from expectations.

Recommendations

If this study was limited by the in:group homogeneity of the student

samples, it might be apprcpriate to replicate the design in other multi-

institutional settings 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 seemed appropriate. Although this study suggested Osgood's

Semantic Differential technique to overcome the increased proliferation

of instruments, perhaps other scales--some already in use--could be cor-

related with it. fhe thru3t of any future re47inements, however, should

focus on validating expectations-evaluations instruments.

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 manidulate the classroom situation--the

independent variable--by employing the concept of contextual expectations

into some groups only. Although many factors would require control, it

would be important to learn the effects of this approach in actual class-

rooms. This type of experjment colild be conducted in 1-trger institutions

With rklatve ease. In small colleges further controls would have to be

introduced through a multi-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-

uations approach suggested here. Longer-range longitudinal studies would

be needed to Oetennine 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

help evaluate the systems approaches now being 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 sine qua non: the learning scene. The situation re-

mained not too different from an observation of ten years ago: . . a

straight-forward attack on the area of :udent-in:Aructor role dynamics

in the college cultural setting 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 clasF-oom dynamics, appropriately

named the sociology of learning (Boocock, 196( :1). If its limits were

still somewhat undefined, examining the interplay of contextual and situ-

ational expectations with related sociological variables in the college

setting should be part of its research schedule. The concept of a sociology

of learning would thereby give neoded direction and shape to classroom

evaluations, including the contextual expectations dimension.
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