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The increase in the number of nontraditional aged 

undergraduate students (25 yrs. and older) and students 

transferring between post-secondary institutions has raised 

the question of whether effective instruction is viewed the 

same by these different groups of students. This study 

addressed this question by analyzing the responses of these 

different groups to 23 instructional questions on a standard 

faculty evaluation form. The sample included 782 

traditional students and 948 nontraditional students, at 

DeVry Institute of Technology in Dallas. 

The study tested the following two hypotheses: 1.) 

There would be a difference between the students in the 

different age groups in their responses to specific 

instructional evaluation questions; and 2.) the responses to 

specific instructional evaluation questions of students with 

prior post-secondary experience at a different institution 

would differ from those without this experience. 

The research and literature specific to this area was 

very limited. A review of this literature and the research 



concerning adult learners and evaluation of instruction is 

included in the study. 

The first hypothesis was tested using an analysis of 

variance. The analysis of variances of the sample data 

revealed that the responses of the different age groups were 

significantly different in only one case. This finding led 

to not accepting hypothesis one. 

The second hypothesis was tested using a t-test. The 

results of thess tests revealed that a no significant 

difference between the groups responses existed for any of 

the questions. Hypothesis two was not accepted. 

The study concluded: 1.) that students of different 

ages perceived instruction similarly as measured by their 

evaluation of faculty; and 2.) that the experience of having 

attended another post-secondary institution does not effect 

the students perception of instruction as measured by 

evaluation of faculty. 

The study recommended that a study of the correlation 

between the different age groups' responses to specific 

instructional questions and their overall evaluation of the 

instructor may prove informative. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The picture of the typical college undergraduate 

classroom has been changing over the last few years. The 

traditional 18 year old undergraduate student has been 

joined by an increasing number of older, nontraditional 

students. Nontraditional or adult students, those over 25 

years of age, are becoming a larger and larger portion of 

the college community. Gilley and Hawkes (1989) note that 

"between 1970 and 1985, the number of students twenty-five 

and older enrolled in higher education institutions 

increased from 27.8 percent to 41.6 percent" (p. 33). The 

U.S. Department of Education's Center for Education 

Statistics had projected that this percentage would increase 

to 44% in 1996 (Gerald & Hussan, 1990). Donaldson, in a 

later report, (1991) notes that the increase was faster than 

expected and "students 25 years of age or older have become 

commonplace, representing about 45% of the college student 

population" (p. 59). 

This phenomena of an aging student body has altered the 

complexion of the campus and in particular the classroom. 

While this increase in nontraditional students brings a new 

set of challenges to those involved in student services, 



class scheduling and other organizational and social aspects 

of the campus, the greatest impact is in the classroom. The 

students in the classroom are less homogeneous in age and 

experience. The nontraditional students bring life styles 

and responsibilities different from those of the traditional 

student. These differences raise a number of instructional 

questions. For example: 1.) Is the most effective 

instructional method the same for traditional (students age 

17-24) and nontraditional students (age 25 and older)? and; 

2.) Should instructors plan and conduct their classes 

differently if their courses contain students of different 

ages? This study attempted to address these questions and 

to offer some assistance to instructors of mixed age classes 

in deciding upon the most effective instructional framework. 

There has been little previous empirical research to 

answer these questions. The research in this area is 

primarily based on qualitative data, such as surveys and 

anecdotal information. There have been no quantitative 

studies done on the subject to this point. The research 

that has been done, however, has revealed some interesting 

findings and some mixed conclusions. These mixed results 

and reported findings have revealed the two specific topic 

areas explored in this study. 

The first of these topics is the difference in 

perception of traditional and nontraditional students 



concerning specific teaching characteristics. Donaldson 

(1991), in his study of nontraditional students' 

instructional preferences, using adult students' letters of 

recommendation about their instructors, notes that "a great 

deal of similarity was found between characteristics of 

excellent instruction reported by adult students in this 

study and the characteristics reported by younger students" 

(p.75). Donaldson further adds that though the 

instructional characteristics were common across groups, the 

degree of importance of the specific characteristics 

differed between traditional and nontraditional students. 

The findings of other researchers (J. E. Keller & Switzer, 

1983; J. W. Keller, Mattie, Vodanovich, & Piotrowski, 1991) 

supported the idea that while there are similarities between 

the instructional behaviors that adult and young students 

value, the two groups differ in the degree of specific value 

preference. Brookfield (1992) notes that "there are more 

similarities than there are differences between the 

characteristics of good educators as perceived by the 

learners across the lifespan ... any differences that exist 

are likely to be of degree rather than kind" (p. 14). 

Donaldson (1991) proposes that these similarities are 

the result of a socialization process inherent in the 

educational experience. Donaldson (1991) contends "that 

learners are socialized through formal educational 



experiences to expect certain things of their instructors, 

and that, unless a resocialization to other expectations 

occurs, these expectations persist throughout the lifespan" 

(p. 75). This hypothesis implies that a person's 

instructional expectations and thus his/her perceptions of 

effective instruction should remain the same throughout life 

unless altered by some resocializing learning experience. 

This experience would have to be significant enough to alter 

the established expectations the student had concerning 

instruction. One such experience might be having attended a 

different post-secondary institution than the one in which 

the student is presently enrolled. The question of whether 

a student's earlier experience at one institution might 

alter his/her expectations at a different institution was 

the second topic explored in this study. If the prior post-

secondary experience resulted in a "resocialization", or 

change in the student's instructional expectations, then a 

difference in the perception of characteristics of effective 

instruction should exist between students who had and those 

who did not have prior post-secondary experience. 

This study attempted to; 1.) test the effect of 

student's age on the evaluation of specific instructional 

characteristics, and 2.) test for the possible effect of 

having had prior post-secondary educational experience on a 



student's evaluation of specific instructional 

characteristics. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the effect that the 

increasing number of nontraditional undergraduate students 

or a student's previous post-secondary experience may have 

on what is perceived as effective instruction in the 

undergraduate classroom, as measured by student evaluations 

of instruction. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to determine the effect 

a student's age group or the experience of having previously 

attended another post-secondary institution has on student 

evaluations of instruction in a sample of courses across all 

disciplines. 

This study first analyzed the effect of students' age 

on their perceptions of instruction effectiveness as 

measured by rating scores on a standardized faculty 

evaluation form. 

This study then addressed the possible effect of a 

student having previous post-secondary experience at another 

institution has on his/her perceptions of instructional 



effectiveness, as measured by rating scores on a 

standardized faculty evaluation form. 

Hypotheses 

To meet the purposes of this study, the following 

hypotheses were tested: 

1. Traditional and nontraditional students in 

different age categories will differ in their views of the 

elements of effective instruction as reflected by responses 

to questions on a standard course evaluation form. 

2. There is a difference between students with and 

students without prior post-secondary experience in their 

views of effective instruction as reflected by responses to 

questions on a standard course evaluation form. 

Significance of the Study 

This study focused on two significant issues raised by 

the increasing number of mixed age class settings and 

students transferring between institutions. These issues 

are: 1. Whether the age of the student has an effect on the 

student's perception of effective instruction as reflected 

in an evaluation of instruction; and 2. Does the student's 

experience of having attended another higher education 

institution affect the student's view of instruction as 

reflected in an evaluation of instruction. Although a small 



number of studies have examined the perceptions of 

traditional and nontraditional students, none have examined 

the responses of these groups to actual instruction. This 

study using mixed age classes was the first to examine the 

student evaluations of instruction of students in a variety 

of age categories. This study was also the first to examine 

the difference between the responses on a student evaluation 

of instruction form from students with prior post secondary 

experience and students without this experience. The effect 

of various external variables on student evaluation of 

instruction has been extensive, but to date none had 

addressed the effect of age or previous post-secondary 

experience. 

The research conducted on the traits of effective 

instruction, as identified by traditional and nontraditional 

students, report a variance in the degree of importance of 

many common factors. This could be interrupted to mean that 

traditional and nontraditional students do not evaluate the 

same instruction in a similar fashion. Similarly there is 

literature suggesting that the prior learning experience of 

a student may affect their expectations. This study 

attempted to address these issues by testing the following 

hypotheses: 

1. Traditional and nontraditional students will differ 

in their views of the elements of effective instruction as 



reflected by responses to questions on a standard course 

evaluation form. 

2. There is a difference between students with and 

students without prior post-secondary experience in their 

views of effective instruction as reflected by responses to 

questions on a standard course evaluation form. 

The testing of these hypotheses gives faculty with 

mixed age classes: 1.) information helpful in their 

examination of the instructional effectiveness of the 

teaching methodology they employ in mixed age classes; and 

2.) valuable insight into the instructional perceptions of 

their students. 

Definition of Terms 

In this study the following terms were restricted to 

the following meanings. 

Nontraditional students were those students identifying 

themselves as being 25 years or older. 

Prior post-secondary experience was any self-reported 

attendance at any type of post-secondary institution for any 

length of time. 

Semester referred to a fifteen week term of study in 

each of the courses evaluated. 



Limitation 

The limitation recognized by this study was that the 

age and post-secondary information of the students in the 

sample are self-reported. 

Delimitation 

The results of this study are only applicable to the 

institution studied or similar institutions. 



CHAPTER II 

SYNTHESIS OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

A number of changes have occurred in the demographics 

of the undergraduate student populations over the last few 

years. Among these changes are 1.) the increase in the 

nontraditional or adult student population, that is students 

25 years and older, and 2.) the number of students 

transferring between post-secondary institutions or 

reentering at a institution different from their earlier 

place of enrollment. The growth of each of these groups has 

had a number of implications on colleges at large and the 

instructional area in particular. 

The increase in the nontraditional student population 

brings a number of new challenges to the college campus and 

raises a number of instructional questions. Among the 

instructional issues that arise are: 1.) Is there a 

difference in the instructional needs of traditional and 

nontraditional students? and 2.) Do the same instructional 

characteristics that constitute effective instruction in the 

view of nontraditional student match those of traditional 

students? 

The increase number of transfer and reentry students 

also gives rise to a number of instructional questions 

10 
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including: 1.) Does the college student with prior exposure 

to post-secondary education view the instructional setting 

in the same way as a first time college student? and 2.) 

Does the prior experience alter the student's view of what 

constitutes effective instruction? 

A review of the available literature on these topics 

included a review of the books in the area and searches of 

the following indexes and databases: ERIC, Research in 

Higher Education and Dissertation Abstracts. These searches 

revealed that the literature concerning the comparative 

views of instructional effectiveness of traditional and 

nontraditional students is limited. A survey of books in 

the area of adult learners and student evaluation of 

instruction again revealed little comparative research. In 

validation of these results, Keller (1991) noted that he had 

found only one other study addressing the topic while 

preparing his work. The search also revealed very little 

literature concerning transfer or reentry students and their 

evaluation or perceptions of instruction. There does exist 

a great deal of literature concerning adult or 

nontraditional learners, as well as literature concerning 

student evaluation of instruction. The following review 

will review the literature found in the following areas: the 

demographic trend of nontraditional students in post-

secondary education; the nontraditional or adult learners; 
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traditional and nontraditional students' perception of 

instruction; instructor's perceptions of the differences 

between traditional and nontraditional students; students 

with prior post-secondary experience; and student evaluation 

of instruction. 

Nontraditional Students in Post-Secondary Education 

College enrollment statistics indicate that over the 

last few years the nontraditional student population has 

steadily increased at most colleges. The 1992 Almanac 

published by The Chronicle of Higher Education reported that 

nontraditional students accounted for over 40% of all 

college students in 1990, as compared to 28% in 1970 (1992). 

The U.S. Department of Education's Center for Education 

Statistics has projected that this percentage will increase 

to 44% in 1996 (Gerald & Hussan, 1990). This projected 

increase in the 25 and older college student population is 

the result of a number of factors. 

Wagner (1987), in his study of adult (students 25 and 

older) education in the United States, points to four 

reasons he feels this increased participation has occurred 

and will continue. These reasons include: 

1. The aging of the large post-World War II birth 

cohort; 

2. The financial and technological changes in the 
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United States economy demanding different skills; 

3. The growth of female-headed households and the 

increasing demand for female graduates in the labor 

force; 

4. The growing private and political interest in the 

education and training of adults to meet the demands of 

private industry and government related jobs (Wagner, 

1987) . 

The forecast of a continuing increase in the 

nontraditional student population makes the instructional 

question of whether there is a difference in the 

instructional needs of traditional and nontraditional 

students, one of present and future importance. 

Nontraditional Learners 

The majority of research concerning nontraditional 

students has centered on adult-only settings and discussions 

of andragogy, that is, "the art and science of helping 

adults to learn" (Knowles, 1980). Knowles, the best known 

spokesperson on andragogy, has published a number of books 

and articles. The basic concepts surrounding his 

andragological theories originally had the following four 

assumptions about the characteristics of adult learners: 

1. As a person matures, his other self-concepts move 

from that of a dependent personality toward one of a 



14 

self-directing human being. 

2. An adult accumulates a growing reservoir of 

experience, which is a rich resource of learning. 

3. The readiness of an adult to learn is closely 

related to the developmental tasks of his or her social 

role. 

4. There is a change in time perspective as people 

mature - from full application of knowledge to 

immediacy of application. Thus, an adult is more 

problem-centered than subject-centered in learning 

(Knowles, 1980, pp. 44-45). 

Knowles (1984) later added a fifth assumption. 

5. "Adults are motivated to learn by internal factors 

rather than external ones" (p. 12). 

This andragological theory has raised a number of questions 

and resulted in a great deal of controversy. 

Many researchers and authors question the validity of 

Knowles' assumptions about adult learners and the extent to 

which there really exists a difference between the education 

of children and adults (Brookfield, 1986, 1992; Cross, 1981; 

Hartee, 1984; Houle, 1972; London 1973; & Pratt, 1988). 

Houle (1972) and London (1973) argued that even though 

differences exist between children and adults, andragogy 

spoke more to the techniques of teaching and not fundamental 

differences in the learning process. Hartee (1984) suggests 
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that andragogy is "in a sense descriptive of what is already 

recognized as good practice by those in the field, 

conceptually Knowles has not presented a good case for the 

validity of such practice" (pp. 206-207). Brookfield 

(1986), Cross (1981) and Pratt (1984) while agreeing with 

many of the concepts, all warn that to accept andragogy as a 

fact allows for the possibility of educators making 

erroneous decisions, resulting in possibly damaging effects 

on learners and their learning. 

The first and fifth assumptions of andragogy dealing 

with adults as self-directed learners and internally versus 

externally motivated learners, have been the object of much 

consideration and discussion. The basis of this debate 

surrounds the idea that age alone is the determinant of 

learners becoming self-directed and internally motivated. 

Many writers in the field have held that each individual 

develops at a different pace. Pratt (1988) proposes that 

the most effective instructional situation for each student 

is determined by the direction and support he/she needs from 

the instructor. He concludes that "... (student) dependency 

is a situational attribute and the product of a specific 

learning situation interaction" (p. 171). Brookfield (1986) 

agrees with Pratt that the learner must know how much 

autonomy is available in each learning situation and choose 

whether to exercise it. 
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The second andragological assumption that experience is 

a resource is less controversial. Brookfield (1986), Cross 

(1981) and others have basically agreed that this assumption 

appear valid. The fact seems obvious that most adult 

learners bring to the classroom a greater variety of 

experiences from which to draw examples for comparisons or 

contrast than the younger students. This does not mean that 

these experiences give adults more knowledge than their 

traditional counterparts, but they do allow for a broader 

arena from which to draw examples. 

The third and fourth assumptions of andragogy concern 

the connection between the learner's readiness to learn and 

type of information he seeks with the developmental tasks 

associated with his social role. Knowles (1978) states that 

the nontraditional student's motivation and orientation to 

learn is need-driven, rather than interest- or subject-

centered. Knowles (1978) states that "the adult comes into 

an educational activity largely because he is experiencing 

some inadequacy in coping with current life problems. He 

wants to apply tomorrow, what he learns today, so his time 

perspective is one of immediacy of application" (p. 58). In 

this vein, Kasworm (1990), in a review of the literature, 

notes that Dellman-Jenkins reported "a significant 

discrepancy between adult students and younger students on 

the Life Adjustment Interests (portion of the Educational 
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Participation Scales). Younger students viewed learning 

life adjustment skills as a more powerful motivator to 

pursuing advanced education than adult students" (p. 353). 

Additionally, Kasworm (1990) reports that studies of women 

entering or reentering college revealed the state of 

relationships and major life events to be significant 

influences on their decision to enter/reenter college. 

Donaldson (1991) reported that "the data suggest that adults 

do want their learning to have application in their personal 

and professional lives" (p. 76) . 

The debate surrounding andragogy continues as the adult 

learner increases in numbers in the college classroom. 

Davenport and Davenport (1985), in their review of the 

literature surrounding the andragogy debate, noted that 

although there existed a number of opinions more empirical 

research was needed to settle many of the issues. 

For the purposes of this study, the most salient point 

is whether this research supports the andragological 

assumptions that traditional and nontraditional learners are 

different. 

The review of the literature concerning andragogy led 

to the research dealing with the perceptions held by 

traditional and nontraditional students concerning the 

elements of effective instruction and the contrasting 

perceptions held by instructors of traditional and 
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nontraditional students in homogeneous and mixed-age 

classes. 

Traditional and Nontraditional Students' 

Perception of Instruction 

There has been few attempts to compare traditional and 

nontraditional perceptions of instruction. The literature 

in this area has been mostly qualitative studies with 

conclusions based on student responses to surveys and 

questionnaires. The limited literature did however reveal 

some pertinent questions and topics that led to the present 

study. 

The research in this area has been fairly consistent in 

some specific aspects of the subject. In an early study 

researching the difference between traditional and 

nontraditional students' perceptions of effective 

instruction, Kuh and Sturgis (1980) reported that adult and 

traditional respondents produced identical overall raw 

scores on the Quality of Teaching scale of the College and 

University Environment Scales (CUES). They (Kuh & Sturgis, 

1980) did not report a comparison of the individual elements 

of the scale, but only the global or overall ratings. 

Alciatore and Alciatore (1979) in their survey of 

traditional and nontraditional college seniors reported that 

both groups agreed about the characteristics of the best and 
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the worst teachers. They noted however that the younger 

students were more critical of their teachers as a whole 

than the older students. Keller and Switzer (1983) found 

that traditional and nontraditional students, when asked to 

describe their best teachers, listed similar instructional 

characteristics. While the lists of characteristics were 

similar, the degree of importance placed on individual 

characteristics was different between the two groups. 

Donaldson (1991), using adult students' letters of 

recommendation about their best instructors, compared the 

adults' ranking of instructional characteristics to those of 

traditional students reported by Feldman (1976b) and 

Goldsmid, Gruber, and Wilson (1977). Donaldson (1991) 

reported that this comparison revealed that " a great deal 

of similarity was found between characteristics of excellent 

instruction reported by adult students in this study and the 

characteristics reported by younger students" (p.75). 

Donaldson (1991), however, noted that while adult and 

traditional undergraduates shared common perceptions of 

effective teaching behaviors, they differed in the degree of 

their preference. Similarly, Comadena and Semlab (1990) in 

their study of teacher communication styles, found that the 

teacher communication style accounted for more variation in 

nontraditional students' perception of teacher effectiveness 

than in that of traditional students. These conclusions and 
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findings were later reinforced by a research project that 

used responses to an instructional questionnaire in 

assessing the perceptions of traditional and nontraditional 

students concerning effective teaching behaviors (Keller et 

al., 1991). Keller et al. (1991), using a list of 15 

teacher behaviors that, in an earlier survey, students had 

identified as having enhanced or excited their learning, 

asked traditional and nontraditional students (25 and older) 

to rate each behavior in importance from 1-5 in increasing 

level of importance. The behaviors rated included: 

1. Provided many examples. 

2. Show enthusiasm/love for the subject 

3. Move around in the classroom 

4. Review before a test or exam 

5. Provide an outline for each class 

6. Use a variety of media 

7. Know the students by name 

8. Give credit to students whenever possible 

9. Encourage the class to answer other student's 

questions 

10. Change tone of voice throughout class delivery 

11. Make practical application to real problems 

12. Give personal viewpoints and do not mind being 

challenged 

13. Use humor appropriately 
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14. Provide "talk time" via class 

15. Are available to students outside of class 

(Keller et al., 1991, p. 181) 

Keller et al. (1991) reported that "the results 

indicated a main effect for age across the 15 items F(15, 

597) = 4.88, p< .001" (p. 180). Among the individual 

behaviors tested they (Keller et al., 1991) found 

"that the younger students rated vreview before a test 

or exam,' (p< .001) xmove around in the classroom,' (p< 

.05) and *are available to students outside the 

classroom' (p< .05) to be significantly more important 

when compared to the older students. On the other hand 

the older students rated ^make practical applications 

to real problems' (p< .01) and ^show enthusiasm/love 

for the subject' (p< .05) to be significantly more 

important than the younger students" (p. 180). 

These findings would appear to agree in principle with 

Knowles' (1980) assumptions concerning the self-directedness 

of adult students and their need for practical applications 

of their learning. 

All of the above research generally agrees that 

traditional and nontraditional students, while similar in 

their ratings of specific instructional behaviors, differ in 

the degree of preference or importance each plays in 

effective instruction. The next question is whether the 
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instructor perceives any differences between the traditional 

and nontraditional learners and makes adjustments for these 

differences. 

Instructor Perceptions of Traditional 

and Nontraditional Students 

While the literature concerning traditional and 

nontraditional students revealed some agreement in their 

perception of the common principles of effective 

instruction, it exposed the fact that some instructional 

characteristics were viewed differently by nontraditional 

and traditional students. This implies that instructors 

should be aware of these differences in perception and make 

adjustments in the instructional style. The following 

questions arise: 1.) Do educators view and teach traditional 

and nontraditional students differently; and 2.) Is it 

necessary for instruction of the two groups to be different 

to be judged effective by each? 

A number of studies have attempted to answer these 

questions. Beder and Darkenwald (1982) surveyed teachers 

who taught both adult and pre-adults, including elementary, 

secondary and traditional college students, to discover 

whether they viewed the groups differently and altered their 

teaching behaviors because of their views. They (Beder & 

Darkenwald, 1982) found that teachers with both adult and 
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pre-adult classes viewed the adults as being more motivated, 

pragmatic, self-directed, and task-oriented than the pre-

adults. They further concluded from the teachers' self-

reports that "teachers do in fact teach adults differently 

from children and adolescents" (1982, p. 142). Gorham 

(1985), using the Beder and Darkenwald's survey instrument, 

attempted to test their conclusions by comparing the 

individual teacher's responses with their actual (observed) 

behavior in the classroom. The survey results were in 

general agreement with those of Beder and Darkenwald (1982), 

but Gorham (1985) found that even in the cases where the 

teacher's perceptions of the groups differed, their 

instructional methodology was basically the same. In the 

area of directiveness, for example, Gorham (1985) found that 

on average teachers talked 71% of the time in adult classes 

and 73% of the time in pre-adult classes. Gorham (1985) 

concluded "that the differences among teachers, in both 

adult and pre-adult classes, were more pronounced than the 

differences between the adult and pre-adult classes of the 

same teachers" (p., 206). Gorham (1985) reported that 

teachers were different from each other, but were very 

consistent in their individual instructional methods across 

classes. This implies that even when the teacher thought 

they had changed their teaching behaviors they had not. 

Gallerstein and Chandler (1982) in a survey of faculty at 
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the University of Texas at Dallas, found that most did not 

feel it necessary to change their teaching methods to 

accommodate older students. Mishler and Davenport (1984) in 

a survey of faculty of mixed-age classes at the University 

of Wisconsin reported that the faculty viewed the 

nontraditional student as different, in a positive context, 

but reported that they did not change their teaching 

methods. One explanation offered for this lack in change of 

teaching behavior is the lack in training teachers of adult 

classes receive concerning adult learners. Beder and Carrea 

(1988) researched the hypothesis that if teachers of adults 

were given andragological training, student attendance and 

evaluation of the class would be positively influenced. 

Their findings affirmed the increase in attendance, but 

found no significant effect on the student evaluations. 

This seem to validate the assumption that the instructional 

characteristics of the individual teacher are the primary 

basis of student evaluations. 

These studies and conclusions, however, were made on 

evaluations of single age group settings and still did not 

address the question of mixed age classrooms. For a real 

comparison of traditional and nontraditional student 

perceptions of instruction the evaluations of instruction 

would have to come from mixed age group settings. 
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Students With Prior Post-Secondary Experience 

The effect of prior post-secondary experience on 

student evaluation of instruction has not been the subject 

of any research or literature. The majority of the 

literature dealing with transfer and reentry students 

examines the characteristics common to the members of these 

groups. Lee and Frank (1990), for example, did a study of 

2500 community college students and influences on the 

transfer process. Among the characteristics Lee and Frank 

(1990) studied were the students' pursuit of academics while 

in the community college, as measured by grade point average 

and credit hours, job satisfaction, high school GPA and type 

of high school. This study is typical of the literature in 

this area and contains little in the way of information 

about transfer and reentry students' perception of 

instruction. One article was found in which previous 

college experience was examined as a variable in students' 

perception of instruction (Kuh & Sturgis, 1980). Kuh and 

Sturgis (1980) reported that research at a large university 

revealed no difference between the responses of students 

with previous college experience and those who were in 

college for the first time, to questions regarding the 

student's perceptions of the quality of instruction they had 

received at the university. Kuh and Sturgis (1980) 

reported, however, that a similar study at a smaller college 
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did reveal some variance between the groups. They related 

this difference to that found between freshmen and 

upperclassmen on the larger campus. The expectations 

resulting from the experiences of students with previous 

college could be the same as those of upperclassmen when 

compared to first time students. This variance in 

perception of instructional effectiveness has not been 

previously tested as it is reflected on student evaluations 

of instruction. 

Student Evaluation of Instruction 

To measure the effectiveness of instructors in most 

post-secondary institutions, some form of student evaluation 

is employed. For the purposes of this study, this form of 

evaluation was used to test whether the difference in the 

perception of specific instructional characteristics between 

traditional and nontraditional student groups in the same 

instructional setting was significant. 

The use and value of student evaluations has been the 

topic of substantial literature and the center of a great 

deal of controversy. One of the first questions raised in 

this controversy is what constitutes instructional 

effectiveness. Although there will always be some 

difference of opinion, the definition McKeachie (1979) 

developed for his research is generally accepted. He 
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defined teaching effectiveness to be "the degree to which 

one has facilitated student achievement of educational 

goals"(p.385). This definition has been interpreted to mean 

that the ratings of students, to be valid, must measure the 

impact the instructor had on the student's learning 

(product), the quality of the instruction (process) or both 

process and product (Abrami, d'Apollonia & Cohen, 1990). In 

the same vein, Seldin (1984) observed, "the key to the 

validity of student ratings is whether the instructors rated 

effective by students are those whose students achieve most" 

(p. 134) . 

McKeachie (1979), in his review of the literature found 

that student ratings are "highly valid as indices of 

achievement of attitudinal and motivational goals of 

education and are reasonably valid as indices of achievement 

of cognitive goals" (p. 390). He concluded that, "when 

content is equivalent, students tend to rate higher the 

teachers from whom they learn most" (p. 381). 

Cohen (1981) in researching this topic, applied a meta-

analysis, an analysis of analysis, to the available studies 

regarding student evaluations and student achievement and 

found that "the relationship between ratings and achievement 

described in this meta-analysis is characterized by 

^external validity'. That is, the present findings can be 

generalized to different students, instructors, 
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institutions, and subject matter areas" (p. 351). In 

performing his meta-analysis, Cohen (1981) established a 

list of the most common instructional dimensions rated and 

their correlation with student achievement. Cohen (1981) 

defined the six instructional dimensions studied as: 

1. Skill. The Skill dimension represents the 

overriding quality to which students respond when 

rating instructors. Typical items are : "the 

instructor has a good command of the subject matter." 

"The instructor gives clear explanations." "The 

instructor teaches near the class level." 

2. Rapport. The Rapport dimension includes items 

dealing with a teacher's empathy, friendliness, 

approachability, and accessibility. Sample items are 

"The instructor is friendly." "The instructor is 

permissive and flexible." "The instructor is available 

to talk to students outside of class." 

3. Structure. The Structure dimension describes how 

well the instructor planned and organized the course. 

Typical items are: "The instructor has everything going 

according to schedule." "The instructor uses class time 

well." "The instructor explains course requirements." 

4. Difficulty. The difficulty dimension deals with the 

amount and difficulty of the work the teacher expects 

of students. Typical items are: "The instructor 
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assigned difficult reading." "The instructor asked for 

more than the students could get done." "The course 

required more work than others of comparable credit 

hours." 

5. Interaction. The Interaction dimension measures the 

degree to which students are encouraged to share ideas 

and become actively involved in class sessions. 

Typical items are: "The instructor encourages students 

to express various points of view." "The instructor 

encourages students to volunteer their own opinions." 

"The instructor facilitates classroom discussion." 

6. Feedback. The feedback dimension measures the 

instructors concern with the quality of the students' 

work. Standard items for this dimension are: "The 

instructor tells the students when they have done a 

particularly good job." "The instructor checks to see 

if students have learned well before going on to new 

material." "The instructor keeps students informed of 

their progress." (p.67-68) 

Cohen (1981) reported that "While large effect sizes 

are found for Skill and Structure dimensions, other 

dimensions such as Rapport, Interaction, Feedback, and 

Evaluation show more modest effects. The Course Difficulty 

dimension shows no relationship with student achievement" 

(p. 298). Cohen's (1986) repeated his meta-analysis in 1986 
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adding all new studies in the area and found similar 

correlations between instructional dimensions and student 

achievement except in the Interaction dimension. The mean 

correlations for each instructional dimension with student 

achievement in the two studies, as shown in Table 1. (Cohen 

1981, 1986). 

Cohen (1986) attributed the difference in the mean 

correlations of the Interaction dimension to the increase in 

number of small sample studies that had reported very high 

correlations in this dimension. To adjust for this problem 

Cohen (1986) weighted the studies by sample size and the 

resulting mean correlation in Interaction dropped to .27, 

while the correlations of the other dimensions remained 

approximately the same. Cohen (1987) renewed his contention 

after another review of the 1986 data that student 

evaluations were valid indicators of students' perception of 

teaching effectiveness. 

Feldman (1989), using Cohen's data, expanded the 

analysis by examining the same analysis of the existing 

data using the 28 more specific instructional 

characteristics he had developed in his previous studies 

(1976a, 1976b, 1983, 1984, 1986, 1987, 1988). Feldman's 

(1989) specific characteristics constituted subsets of the 

dimensions identified by Cohen (1981, 1986). For example, 

in the Structure dimension Feldman (1989) developed the more 
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Table 1 

Mean Correlations of Cohen's Instructional Dimensions to 

Student Achievement in a Meta-analysis of Student Evaluation 

Studies. 

Rating Dimensions Mean 

1981 

Correlations 

1986 

Skill .50 .44 

Rapport .31 .31 

Structure .47 .52 

Difficulty -.02 .01 

Interaction .22 .47 

Feedback .31 .29 

Evaluation .23 .23 

(Cohen, 1986, p. 71) 

specific characteristics like "Teacher Preparation; 

Organization of the Course" and "Clarity of Course 

Objectives and Requirements". In the Skill dimension 

Feldman (1989) examined the characteristics of "Instructors 

Knowledge of the Subject Matter," "Clarity and 

Understandableness," and Teacher's Sensitivity to, and 

Concern with Class Level and Progress." By using more 

specific characteristics Feldman (1989) could identify the 
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specific behaviors within each dimension that had the 

highest correlation. The results of Feldman's (1989) study 

indicated that the instructional characteristics that he 

found to most highly associate with student achievement were 

in the same dimensions as those identified by Cohen (1981) 

as being the most highly correlated. Feldman (1989) also 

noted that the dimensions identified as most highly 

correlated with student achievement were the same ones that 

were best discriminated among instructors by the student 

ratings. 

Another test of the validity of student ratings, 

suggested by Aurbayi (1987) was the agreement between 

students and faculty about the qualities that constitute 

effective instruction. Feldman (1988) analyzed 31 studies 

dealing with the relationship between students and faculty 

perceptions of effective instruction. His findings 

indicated that across all studies there existed an average 

correlation of .71 between the students' and faculties' 

perceptions. Additionally, he found that many of the 

instructional dimensions most related to student achievement 

were rated as highly important by both students and faculty. 

This finding was in agreement with Marsh's (1982) earlier 

conclusion that 

"student ratings show good agreement with instructors 

self'-evaluations of teaching effectiveness. This is a 



33 

validity criterion that is acceptable to most student 

evaluation users, that can be applied in all 

instructional settings, and that may be helpful in 

overcoming faculty reservations about the usefulness of 

student ratings" (p. 279). 

Instructor. Student and Course Variables 

Numerous studies concerning student evaluations have 

attempted to isolate and analyze the effect various factors 

have on the ratings of teachers. Some of the factors 

studied have been student characteristics (sex, year of 

school, etc.)/ class size, course type (required or 

elective), instructor personality and grade received. 

Instructor-related traits like personality, rank, 

experience, and gender have been found to have low to 

moderate correlations to student evaluations. Costin, 

Greenough, and Menges (1971), in a review of the literature 

concluded that the correlations of instructor variables were 

small and should be associated with effective teaching. 

Erdle, Murray, and Rushton (1985) summed up their findings 

by stating that "It seems xpresage' variables (teacher 
# 

personality traits) lead to ^process' variables (classroom 

behaviors) which in turn determine xproduct variables' 

(student evaluation of instruction)" (p. 406). They 

concluded from this that the ratings were valid indices of 

the instructional effectiveness as they perceived it. 
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Feldman (1983, 1986, 1987) examined instructors' scholarly 

production, seniority and personality and concluded that 

there was no substantive evidence that any of these factors 

affected overall student ratings. Murray, Rushton, and 

Paunonen (1990) concluded from their review of the 

literature that "student ratings are shown to be 

systematically related to the pedagogically relevant 

instructor characteristics" (p. 259). Wiginington, 

Tollefson, and Rodriguez (1989) in addressing this issue, 

found that the factors most influencing student evaluations 

were under the control of the instructor and should be 

reflected in the evaluations. Overall, the research 

indicated that instructor variables have no significant 

effect on overall or global ratings faculty receive. 

In the area of student and course variables the 

research is also extensive. Reviews of the available 

research have indicated that most student and course 

variables have little or no effect on student evaluations. 

Sidanius and Crane (1989) found that "after controlling for 

all of the possible confounding variables (student GPA, 

expected grade, academic discipline, class size and number 

of women in the department) we found no evidence supporting 

the notion of an interaction between instructors and student 

sex on judgements of instructor performance (p.191). 

Feldman (1976a, 1978, 1979, 1984), in a series of reviews of 
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the research in the following areas: grade expectation, 

circumstances surrounding the evaluation, student 

demographics and course-related variables, found that the 

results of the research revealed mixed or inconclusive 

results concerning each variable's influence on evaluation. 

Marsh & Overall (1981) found the instructor effects to be 

consistently much larger than the effects of course type or 

level. Marsh (1984), in his review of the research, 

concluded that the findings did not show any of the student 

or course variables to be significant. Seldin (1984) summed 

up his review of the research in this area with the 

observation that: "In general, most factors that might be 

expected to influence student ratings have relatively small 

or no effect" (p. 135). 

The question of the students' age as a significant 

variable in the evaluation of instruction, however, has r 

received little attention. As noted, Keller et al. (1991), 

in preparing for their work in this area, found Keller and 

Switzer's (1983) study to be the only previous comparison of 

traditional and nontraditional students. No study was found 

that used the results of student evaluations as a 

measurement of comparison, although Keller et al. (1991) 

proposed that this type study could provide reliable data. 

Additionally, most of the research concerning student 

evaluations involved global or overall ratings. A number of 
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recent reviews and studies have considered whether 

individual or specific instructional dimensions are affected 

by instructor and student variables. Feldman (1986) and 

Murray et al. (1990) both reported variations in specific 

instructional dimensions resulting from instructor 

attributes. Recently, Nimmer and Stone (1991) following up 

on Feldman's 1979 study identified grading practices as a 

possible source of variation in some dimensions of student 

evaluations. Sidanius and Crane (1989) found the 

instructor's gender, while not having an effect on overall 

ratings, did have a significant effect on different aspects 

of student evaluations. Marsh and Bailey (1993) concluded 

that a study of the student responses to the different 

instructional dimensions on rating forms "is more useful 

than global ratings or a total score rating" (p. 11). 

Therefore, one student variable may have a significant 

effect on the responses students have to a specific 

dimensions of instruction. This conclusion combined with 

the differences found in the degree of importance 

traditional and nontraditional students place on specific 

instructional characteristics make this study of particular 

significance. 
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Summary 

The review of the literature revealed no specific 

research involving the difference between traditional and 

nontraditional students' perceptions of effective teaching 

as measured by student evaluations of instruction. The 

review did, however, reveal a significant amount of 

literature concerning nontraditional learners. 

Additionally, the difference between traditional and 

nontraditional learners' perceptions of effective learning 

received some attention and suggested the need for 

additional research. Keller et al. (1991) suggests that a 

study like the present one, using student evaluations of 

instruction, would aid in this area. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Research Population 

The population for this study was the entire student 

population of DeVry Institute of Technology in Dallas during 

the Spring 1992 semester. This population includes 

approximately 2000 day and evening students enrolled in four 

bachelor of science degree programs and one associate of 

science program. The associate program awards an Associate 

of Applied Science in Electronic Technician and the 

remaining programs award Bachelor of Science degrees in 

Accounting, Business Operations, Computer Information 

Systems, and Electronic Engineering Technology. The 

curriculums of each program are lock-step in design, that is 

each semester of the program contains a pre-determined set 

of courses for students in that term. All students in a 

specific degree program are required to take the same set of 

courses. There are no elective courses. 

Students are assigned a classgroup designator 

identifying their semester in school, the program in which 

they are enrolled, and the time of day their classes meet. 

This classgroup designator also identifies the set of 

courses prescribed for a student taking a regular schedule. 

Students with an irregular schedule, that is those taking 

38 
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only a partial schedule or courses from two or more class 

groups, are given the class group designator from which the 

majority of their courses come. 

This study pooled the data from all students, without 

distinction to the student's program of study or the degree 

being sought. The total population of all programs 

equalled approximately 2000 students. The Registrar's 

office at DeVry/Dallas reported that the population used in 

this study was 45% traditional students and 55% nontradi-

tional students. The Registrar further reported that 60% of 

the population had previous post-secondary experience at 

another institution. 

Selection of the Sample 

To reflect the population accurately, a stratified 

sample was taken. The sample included evaluations from 1730 

students from both the associate and bachelor degree 

programs. This sample was produced by randomly selecting 

the faculty evaluation forms representing a set of courses 

that included one course section taught by each faculty 

member and included a course section from every class group 

in every degree program. This resulted in 82 separate 

course sections from all programs, combining for a total of 

1730 students' faculty evaluation forms. 
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This selection process attempted to control for a 

number of variables. By having all instructors represented 

the possible variance due to faculty differences was 

addressed. The inclusion of all student class sections 

helped control for student characteristics attached to class 

level, degree program and department. All courses are 

required in all programs and students have no options in the 

selection of their course sections or instructors. These 

factors helped control for course and student selection 

biases that might affect the study. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

The data used in this study consisted of student 

responses to the questions on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form for courses taught during the 1992 Spring 

semester. The instrument used, the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form, and the information it contains is the 

property of DeVry Inc., the parent company of the 11 DeVry 

Institutes of Technology and the Keller Schools of 

Management. Permission to use the data from these faculty 

evaluations was requested and received from Dr. Robert 

Roehrich, Vice President of Academic Affairs for the DeVry 

Institutes of Technology. 

The data analyzed in this study were the students' 

scored responses to 23 questions relating to specific 
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aspects of classroom instruction on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form. 

The age category, gender, ethnic background and 

previous post-secondary experience data was gathered from 

the students' responses to demographic questions on the 

faculty evaluation forms. Permission to use this additional 

data was also requested and granted by Dr. Roehrich. All 

responses to the evaluation forms were made anonymously and 

students were instructed that responding to the demographic 

section was optional. Faculty were instructed to explain 

that the information was for research purposes and that by 

responding to the demographic information students were 

aiding in a doctoral study and their help was appreciated. 

Research Instrument 

The DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form is a slightly 

modified version of the national DeVry model. DeVry is a 

system of 11 degree granting, post-secondary institutions in 

the United States and Canada. A system-wide faculty 

evaluation form and the extent to which individual campuses 

may alter this form are delineated in the Faculty Policy 

Handbook. The DeVry/Dallas instrument, used in this study, 

includes minor changes to the wording of the original 

questions and the addition of four questions concerning the 

laboratory attached to that course. These modifications 
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were formulated by a faculty committee and approved by the 

faculty and administration of DeVry/ Dallas. These 

alterations were within the acceptable changes allowed by 

system policy. The instrument includes twenty-three 

questions relating to classroom instruction and the four 

additional questions concerning the laboratory attached to 

that course. Since the sample used in this study includes 

both courses with and without laboratories, only the 

responses to the classroom instruction questions were 

analyzed. The rating format for each question is a one to 

four Likert type scale with corresponding qualitative 

descriptive ratings of very qoodr good, fair. and needs 

improvement in that order. Thus the lower the total average 

score for each question, the more positive the rating. 

As a measure of content validity, the questions used in 

the DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form were compared with 

the elements of other measurement instruments. A comparison 

of the 22 classroom instruction questions on the DeVry 

/Dallas form were made with the instructional dimensions 

identified by Cohen (1981, 1986) in a study of over 40 

evaluation instruments. In the Cohen (1981, 1986) 

comparison, the DeVry/Dallas instrument included questions 

from all dimensions shown as being highly or moderately 

correlated to student achievement. (Refer to Table 2.) In 

the two mostly highly correlated dimensions of Skill and 
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Table 2 

Categorization of Questions on the DeVrv/Dallas Faculty 

Evaluation Form to Cohen's Instructional Dimensions. 

DeVry/Dallas Questions Cohen's Dimensions 

1. Following the published syllabus 
2. Using class time effectively 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-

prepared for each class session 
4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 

the topics covered in this course 
5. Introduces class effectively -

Sets the scene 
6. Making the class interesting/ 

Shows enthusiasm for the course 
7. Letting me know which topics were 

most important 
8. Making good use of the board/ 

overhead projector 
9. Allowing adequate opportunity 

for questions and discussion 
10. Speaking distinctly in an 

audible manner 
11. Using examples when appropriate 
12. Presenting material in a clear 

and understandable manner 
13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to 

material covered in class 
14. Assigning and discussing homework 

that was relevant to the course 
15. Returning graded work promptly 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 
respect in the classroom 

19. Providing helpful academic assistance 
20. Showing interest and concern with 

student progress 
21. Maintaining classroom discipline 

and control 
22. Prompt and avoids missing class 
23. My overall rating of this 

instructor is: 

Structure 
Structure 

Structure 

Skill 

Structure 

Skill 

Structure 

Structure 

Interaction 

Skill 
Skill 

Skill 

Evaluation 

Feedback 
Feedback 

Rapport 

Interaction 

Rapport 
Rapport 

Skill 

Structure 
Structure 

Overall 
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Structure, the DeVry/Dallas instrument includes six and 

eight questions, respectively. The remaining questions on 

the DeVry/Dallas form fell into the following moderately 

correlated dimensions; three in the Rapport dimension, two 

in the Feedback dimension, two in the Interaction dimension, 

and one in the Evaluation dimension. The DeVry/Dallas form 

contained no questions related to the Difficulty dimension, 

which had shown no correlation with student achievement. 

The DeVry/Dallas questions were also compared to the more 

specific instructional characteristics Feldman (1989) 

identified in his review of the evaluation instruments used 

in the studies analyzed. In some cases more than one of the 

DeVry/Dallas questions correlated to one of Feldman's 

characteristics. Tables 3 and 4 contain the numbers Feldman 

used to identify each of his instructional characteristics 

and the rank of their correlation coefficient with student 

achievement and overall evaluations. 

Table 3 

Comparison of Questions on the DeVry/Dallas Faculty 

Evaluation Form to Feldman's Instructional Characteristics 

and Ranks of Correlation Coefficients to Student 

Achievement. 

DeVry/Dallas Feldman Ranks of 
Evaluation Characteristic Correlation 
Question Number Coefficients 

1. Following the published syllabus 9 7.5 
2. Using class time effectively 5 l 
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Table 3 (continued) 

DeVry/Dallas 
Evaluation 
Question 

Feldman 
Characteristic 

Number 

Ranks of 
Correlation 
Coefficients 

3. Demonstrating that he/she was 
well-prepared for each class 
session 5 

4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 
the topics covered in this course 3 

5. Introduces class effectively -
Sets the scene 9 

6. Making the class interesting/ 1 
Shows enthusiasm for the course 2 

7. Letting me know which topics were 
most important 9 
Making good use of the board/ 
overhead projector 11 
Allowing adequate opportunity 
for questions and discussion 16 
Speaking distinctly an in an 
audible manner 7 
Using examples when appropriate 10 
Presenting material in a clear 
and understandable manner 6 
Quizzes and exams are relevant to 
material covered in class 13 
Assigning and discussing homework 
that was relevant to the course 11 

15. Returning graded work promptly 15 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times 19 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class 16 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 
respect in the classroom 18 

19. Providing helpful academic 
assistance 19 

20. Showing interest and concern with 
student progress 8 

21. Maintaining classroom discipline 
and control 25 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class 2 
23 My overall rating of this 

instructor is: 28 

8 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

1 

9 

7.5 
4 

11 

7.5 

17 

5.5 

7.5 
16 

2 

12 

17 
14.5 

5.5 

5.5 

14.5 

5.5 

10 

na 
11 

na 



46 

Examination of Table 3 reveals that the 23 questions on the 

DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form contain 16 of the 17 

characteristics identified by Feldman's (1989) study as 

being those most highly correlated to student achievement. 

The ranking of the correlation is listed as well as the 

number assigned to the corresponding instructional 

characteristic by Feldman. 

Table 4 

Comparison of Questions on the DeVrv/Dallas Faculty 

Evaluation Form to Feldman's Instructional Characteristics 

and Ranks of Correlation Coefficients to Overall 

Evaluations. 

DeVry/Dallas 
Evaluation 
Question 

Feldman Ranks of 
Characteristic Correlation 

Number Coefficients 

1. Following the published syllabus 9 
2. Using class time effectively 5 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was 

well-prepared for each class session 5 
4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 

the topics covered in this course 3 
5. Introduces class effectively -

Sets the scene 9 
6. Making the class interesting/ 1 

Shows enthusiasm for the course 2 
7. Letting me know which topics were 

most important 9 
8. Making good use of the board/ 

overhead projector 11 
9. Allowing adequate opportunity 

for questions and discussion 16 
10. Speaking distinctly in an 

audible manner 7 
11. Using examples when appropriate 10 
12. Presenting material in a clear 

and understandable manner 6 

7 
6 

6 

9 

7 
1 
8 

7 

14.5 

11 

10 
13 
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Table 4 (continued) 

DeVry/Dallas Feldman Ranks of 
Evaluation Characteristic Correlation 
Question Number Coefficients 

13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to 
material covered in class 13 14.5 

14. Assigning and discussing homework 
that was relevant to the course 11 14.5 

15. Returning graded work promptly 15 17 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times 19 16 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class 16 11 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 
respect in the classroom 18 12 

19. Providing helpful academic 
assistance 19 16 

20. Showing interest and concern with 
student progress 8 5 

21. Maintaining classroom discipline 
and control 25 na 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class 2 8 
23. My overall rating of this 

instructor is: 28 na 

As reported in Table 4 the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form contained questions related to 16 of the 17 

instructional dimensions most highly correlated to overall 

evaluations. Again the corresponding Feldman characteristic 

number and the correlation rank is included. The results of 

the comparison of the DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form 

questions and the Characteristics Feldman (1989) identified 

as being rated the most important by students and faculty 

are presented in Table 5. Again 16 of the 17 

characteristics were represented in the DeVry/Dallas 

questions. A review of Table 5 indicates the corresponding 
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Feldman characteristic number and the rank assigned to it by 

students and faculty in separate surveys. 

Table 5 

Categorization of Questions on the DeVrv/Dallas Faculty 

Evaluation Form to Feldman's Student and Faculty Ratings of 

Instructional Characteristics. 

Feldman's 
QUESTION Characteristic Student Faculty 

Number Rating Rating 

1. Following the published syllabus 
2. Using class time effectively 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was 

well-prepared for each class 
session 

4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 
the topics covered in this course 

5. Introduces class effectively -
Sets the scene 

6. Making the class interesting/ 
Shows enthusiasm for the course 

7. Letting me know which topics were 
most important 

8. Making good use of the board/ 
overhead projector 

9. Allowing adeguate opportunity 
for questions and discussion 

10. Speaking distinctly in an 
audible manner 

11. Using examples when appropriate 
12. Presenting material in a clear 

and understandable manner 
13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to 

material covered in class 
14. Assigning and discussing homework 

that was relevant to the course 
15. Returning graded work promptly 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class 

9 17 15 
5 2 4 

5 2 4 

3 3.5 1 

9 17 15 
1 3.5 12 
2 5 2 

9 17 15 

11 15 17 

16 14 11 

7 12 16 
10 11 9 

6 6 5 

13 10 7 

11 15 17 
15 13 14 

19 7 9 

16 14 11 
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Table 5 (continued) 

Feldman's 
QUESTION Characteristic Student Faculty 

Number Rating Rating 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 

19 

20 

respect in the classroom 18 8 9 
Providing helpful academic 
assistance 19 7 9 
Showing interest and concern with 
student progress 8 1 3 
Maintaining classroom discipline 
and control 25 na na 
Prompt and avoids missing class 2 5 2 
My overall rating of this 
instructor is: 28 na na 

The demographic information needed for this study was 

obtained through a series of questions at the end of the 

DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form. Students were first 

asked to identify their age by checking the box next to the 

appropriate age category. The age categories listed were 

1.7-24, 25-35, 35-50. and 50 & over. The question of a 

student's previous post-secondary experience was gathered 

from the answers to the question "Have you ever attended any 

other institution of higher education." The student 

answered by checking the appropriate yes or no response box. 

The gender and ethnic backgrounds of the student are 

requested in the form of a checklist. Students were asked 

to check either the male or female response box and the 

response box next to the appropriate ethnic group. The 

ethnic groups listed included: White - Non Hispanic Origin; 
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Black - Non Hispanic Origin; American Indian; Hispanic; 

Asian; and Pacific Islander. 

Research Design 

The research design employed in this study was an ex 

post facto factorial analysis. The independent variables 

being studied were: 1.) the age category of each student; 

and 2.) the previous post-secondary experience of the 

students in the sample. The dependent variables were the 

scores recorded associated to the responses of students on 

each question on the faculty evaluation form. The 

independent variables were tested separately. Attempts were 

made to control for a number of variables. Instructor 

variables were controlled by using the ratings of all 

instructors in the study. 

The selection of the sample was a stratified process 

from a population that included students from all programs 

and class levels. This process was an attempt to control for 

variance related to different student characteristics. The 

sampling process also involved a stratified selection of 

courses from all programs and all class levels. This fact 

combined with the situation that all courses in all programs 

are required and students have no choice in the assignment 

of their classes or their instructors aided in the control 

of course variables and student selection bias. Information 
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concerning the gender and ethnic background of the students 

was collected and analyzed to address these variables as 

possible sources of variance in the faculty evaluations. 

Procedures for Analysis of the Data 

and Testing of the Hypotheses 

The data used in this study included the student 

responses to the instructional and demographic questions on 

the DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form. Each response was 

assigned a numerical value and entered into a statistical 

database. This data was then analyzed using Mystat, a 

computerized statistics package. Each of the hypotheses was 

tested separately. 

Hypothesis One: Traditional and nontraditional students 

will differ in their views of the elements of effective 

instruction as reflected by responses to questions on a 

standard course evaluation form. This hypothesis was tested 

by performing an analysis of variance with the scores 

recorded for each question on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form being the dependent variable and the 

students in each of the four age designated categories as 

the independent variables. 

Hypothesis Two: There is a difference between students 

with and students without prior post-secondary experience in 

their views of effective instruction as reflected by 
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responses to questions on a standard course evaluation form. 

This hypothesis was tested by applying a t-test to the 

scores recorded for each question on the DeVry/Dallas 

faculty evaluation form as the dependent variable and the 

two groups formed by the students' responses to the question 

of whether they had previously attended another post-

secondary institution as the independent variable. 

For both hypotheses the level of significance was set 

at .05. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purposes of this study were to determine the effect 

a student's age group or the experience of having previously 

attended another post-secondary institution has on student 

evaluations of instruction in a sample of courses across all 

disciplines. This chapter presents the results of the 

analysis of data used to accomplish these purposes. 

The data used in this study were obtained from student 

information collected by DeVry Institute of Technology in 

Dallas Texas, with the permission of Dr. Robert Roehrich, 

Vice President for Academic Affairs. The data analyzed 

represents a stratified sample taken from a population 

consisting of all students enrolled in day and evening 

courses at DeVry Institute of Technology/Dallas, Texas 

(DeVry/Dallas) in the Spring 1992 semester. The sample data 

included sets of evaluations from one class section taught 

by every faculty member teaching that semester. 

Additionally, at least one course section from every 

classgroup in every degree program was included in the 

sample. The sample included 173 0 students from all levels 

of both associate and baccalaureate degree programs. 

53 
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The data used in this analysis included scored 

responses of 2 3 questions relating to instruction and four 

demographic questions found on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form. 

Demographics of the Sample 

The sample group used in this analysis included 1730 

students from all levels of all associate and baccalaureate 

degree programs. The demographic information of the sample 

is outlined in the following set of tables. Table 6 

contains a listing of the number of students identifying 

themselves as being a member of each of the listed age 

categories. 

Table 6 

Number of Sample Students in Each Age Category 

Age Category Number in Sample 

17-24 782 

25-34 754 

35-50 177 

50-and over 17 

Those members of the sample identifying themselves as 

traditional students, those 17—24 years of age, represented 
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45% of the sample. Those indicating their age as being 25 

and over, nontraditional students, accounted for 55% of the 

sample. These percentages were consistent with the student 

population of DeVry/Dallas as a whole. 

An examination of Table 7 reveals the gender mix of the 

sample. 

Table 7 

Number of Sample Students bv Gender 

Gender Number in Sample % of Sample 

Male 1299 75 

Female 431 25 

Females represent 25% and males 75% of the sample. 

These percentages are consistent with the gender mix of the 

entire population. 

The numerical and percentage breakdowns of the sample 

by ethnic background are presented in Table 8. Ninety-five 

students in the sample did not respond to this question. 

The percentages of each ethnic group in the sample were 

consistent with the Registrar's percentages for the ethnic 

background of the total population. 
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Table 8 

Number of Sample Students by Ethnic Background 

Ethnic Background Number in Sample % of Sample 

White-Non Hispanic 

Black-Non Hispanic 

American Indian 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Pacific Islander 

1016 

284 

28 

207 

83 

17 

61.5 

16.7 

1.1 

12.0 

4.9 

1.0 

Students were also asked whether they had previously 

attended any other post-secondary institution. In the 

sample 926 students indicated that they had attended another 

institution of higher education and 802 students indicated 

they had no prior post-secondary experience. Those 

indicating prior attendance at another higher education 

institution represented 53% of the sample. This percentage 

is slightly lower than the Registrar's reported percentage 

of 60%. One explanation for this difference is that the 

registrar calculates his percentage at the time a student 

enrolls for the first time. As students drop out of school 

at some later date the percentage is not recalculated. 
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Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis one stated that there would be a difference 

among the responses of students in different age categories 

to questions on a standard faculty evaluation form related 

to the elements of effective instruction. This hypothesis 

was tested using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the 

means of the different age group's responses to each 

instructional question on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form. The student's response to each of the 

questions on the faculty evaluation form was used as the 

dependent variable and the age category of the student was 

the independent variable. The level of significance tested 

was .05. 

The results of the ANOVAs of the responses to each of 

the 23 DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form questions are 

presented in the following format. The DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation questions were grouped together for presentation 

based on the earlier comparison with Cohen's (1981, 1986) 

six instructional dimensions (Refer to Table 2, p. 42). The 

six instructional dimensions presented included as group 

headings are; Skill, Structure, Rapport, Interaction, 

Evaluation and Feedback (Cohen, 1981, 1986). The final 

question on the evaluation form asked for an overall rating 

of the instructor and the results of that analysis will be 

reported separately. 
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Skill Dimension 

The first instructional dimension reviewed was the 

Skill dimension. Six of the questions on the DeVry/Dallas 

faculty evaluation form were identified as being 

representative of this instructional dimension. Cohen 

(1981, 1986) wrote that the "Skill dimension represents the 

overriding quality to which student's respond when rating 

instructors" (p.293). He gives no further definition but 

using example questions, identified by Cohen (1981) and 

Feldman (1989) as being representative of this dimension, 

the DeVry/Dallas evaluation form questions grouped in the 

Skill dimension included: 

4. Displaying a competent knowledge of the topics covered in 

this course 

6. Making the class interesting - Shows enthusiasm for the 

course 

10. Speaking distinctly an in an audible manner 

11. Using examples when appropriate 

12. Presenting material in a clear and understandable manner 

20. Showing interest and concern with student progress 

The means of each age groups' responses to the Skill 

related questions are reported in Table 9. 



59 

Table 9 

Means for Skill Dimension Related Questions bv Age Groups. 

4. Displaying a competent knowledge of the topics 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 781 753 177 17 
Mean 1.522 1.462 1.390 1.294 

6. Making the class interesting - Shows enthusiasm for the 
course 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 781 754 177 17 
Mean 1.786 1.740 1.605 1.647 

10. Speaking distinctly an in an audible manner 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 782 750 176 17 
Mean 1.597 1.583 1.545 1.471 

11. Using examples when appropriate 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 781 753 177 17 
Mean 1.589 1.587 1.497 1.294 

12. Presenting material in a clear and understandable manner 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 111 751 177 16 
Mean 1.782 1.788 1.740 1.563 

20. Showing interest and concern with student progress. 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 776 745 176 17 
Mean 1.813 1.762 1.625 1.412 

In all but two cases (nos. 6 and 12), the means of the 

groups decreased as the age of the group increased. 

Table 10 contains a listing of the results of the 

ANOVA's of the Skill dimension questions. F-statistics and 
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the resulting probabilities are reported for each question. 

Table 10 

ANOVA of Mean Scores on Skill Dimension Questions by Age 

Categories. 

4. Displaying a competent knowledge of the topics 

SS Df F p 
3.671 3, 1724 2.567 .053 

6. Making the class interesting - Shows enthusiasm for the 
course 

SS Df F p 
4.996 3, 1725 2.020 .109 

10. Speaking distinctly an in an audible manner 

SS Df F p 
.617 3, 1721 .353 .787 

11. Using examples when appropriate 

SS Df F p 
2.673 3, 1724 1.632 .180 

12. Presenting material in a clear and understandable manner 

SS Df F p 
1.092 3, 1717 .460 .710 

20. Showing interest and concern with student progress. 

SS Df F p 
7.361 3, 1710 2.997 .030* 

* p <.05 

The results of the ANOVA's revealed that the difference 

between the means of the different groups' responses to 

question No. 20 was significant at the .05 level (p = .030). 

The ANOVA"s of the other five questions represented in the 

Skill dimension were found not to be significant at the .05 
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level. Hypothesis one as it relates to the Skill dimension 

was not accepted for all instructional questions, except No. 

20 "Showing interest and concern for student's progress". 

Structure Dimension 

The second instructional dimension tested is the 

Structure dimension. Cohen (1981) defined this dimension as 

"how well the instructor planned and organized the course" 

(p.293). This study extended that definition to include the 

discipline within classroom as well as the planning and 

organization of the course. Cohen (1981, 1986) found this 

dimension to have highest association with student 

achievement. Eight questions from the DeVry/Dallas 

evaluation form fit in this dimension including: 

1. Following the published syllabus 

2. Using class time effectively 

3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-prepared for each 

class session 

5. Introduces class effectively - Sets the scene 

7. Letting me know which topics were most important 

8. Making good use of the board/overhead projector 

21. Maintaining classroom discipline and control 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class 

The means of the responses to each of the questions in 

the structure dimension for each of the age groups is 

presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Means for Structure Dimension Related Questions bv Age 

Groups. 

1. Following the published syllabus 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 

N 778 751 177 17 
Mean 1.652 1.614 1.576 1.235 

2. Using class time effectively 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 781 751 177 17 
Mean 1.667 1.696 1.650 1.471 

3. Demonstrating that he/she was well -prepared for each 
class session 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 773 749 175 17 
Mean 1.618 1.613 1.566 1.412 

5. Introduces class effectively - Sets the scene 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 
N 780 752 176 
Mean 1.727 1.674 1.625 

50 and over 
17 

1.529 

7. Letting me know which topics were most important 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 
N 782 752 177 
Mean 1.748 1.689 1.571 

50 and over 
17 

1.647 

8. Making good use of the board/overhead projector 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 
N 778 747 177 
Mean 1.706 1.640 1.627 

50 and over 
17 

1.294 

21. Maintaining classroom discipline and control 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 
N 780 753 177 
Mean 1.633 1.632 1.588 

50 and over 
17 

1.294 
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Table 11 (continued) 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 782 750 177 17 
Mean 1.512 1.532 1.537 1.294 

An examination of Table 11 shows that in the majority 

of cases the mean response decreased as the age of the group 

increased. 

The F-statistics and probabilities resulting from the 

ANOVA's of the means of the responses of the different 

groups to the questions contained in the Structure dimension 

are displayed in Table 12. 

Table 12 

ANOVA of Mean Scores on Structure Dimension Questions bv Aae 
• • • I I I — I I I I I I I . 1 1 —•mm—.1—1 I N I ^ — » • H I I • — ^ . . • 1 I I I I I mmmmmrnrn I . I — I M — ^ ^ — M . I . I . I I I — 

Categories. 

1. Following the published syllabus 

SS Df F p 
3.644 3, 1719 2.483 .059 

2. Using class time effectively 

SS Df F p 
1.214 3, 1722 .662 .575 

3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-prepared for each 
class session 

SS Df F p 
1.068 3, 1710 .610 .608 

5. Introduces class effectively - Sets the scene 

SS Df F p 
2.429 3, 1721 1.225 .299 
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Table 12 (continued) 

7. Leitting me know which topics were most important 

SS Df F p 
4.895 3, 1724 2.280 .078 

8. Making good use of the board/overhead projector 

SS Df F p 
4.375 3, 1716 2.278 .078 

21. Maintaining classroom discipline and control 

SS Df F p 
2.202 3, 1723 1.398 .242 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class 

SS Df F p 
1.080 3, 1722 .754 .520 

The ANOVA's of the Structure dimension questions 

revealed none were significant at the .05 level. Hypothesis 

one was not accepted for all instructional questions related 

to the Structure dimension. 

Interaction Dimension 

Cohen (1986) states that this "dimension measures the 

degree to which students are encouraged to share ideas and 

become actively involved in class sessions." Two of the 

DeVry/Dallas evaluation questions were identified as being 

representative of the Interaction dimension. 

9. Allowing adequate opportunity for questions and 

discussion. 

17. Being open to constructive criticism about the class. 
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The means of the different age groups responses to 

questions related to the Interaction dimension are presented 

in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Means for Interaction Dimension Related Questions bv Age 

Groups. 

9. Allowing adequate opportunity for questions and 
discussion 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 770 748 174 17 
Mean 1.677 1.651 1.569 1.471 

17. Being open to constructive criticism about the class 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 780 747 172 17 
Mean 1.818 1.813 1.669 1.529 

In every case the means of the group's responses 

decreased as the age of the group increased. 

The F-statistics and resulting probabilities from the 

ANOVA's of the Interaction dimension questions are presented 

in Table 14. 

Table 14 

ANOVA of Mean Scores on Interaction Dimension Questions bv 

Age Categories. 

9. Allowing adequate opportunity for questions and 
discussion 

SS Df F p 
2.266 3, 1705 1.099 .348 
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Table 14 (continued) 

17. Being open to constructive criticism about the class 

SS Df F p 
4.568 3, 1711 1.893 .129 

The ANOVA's of the Interaction dimension questions 

revealed none were significant at the .05 level. Hypothesis 

one was not accepted for the instructional questions related 

to the Interaction dimension. 

Evaluation Dimension 

Only one of the questions on the Devry/Dallas 

evaluation form fit the evaluation dimension. 

13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to material covered in 

class. 

The means for the different age groups responses are 

listed in Table 15. 

The F-statistics and resulting probabilities of the 

ANOVA of means for question No. 13 are presented in Table 

16. 

Table 15 

Means for Evaluation Dimension Related Question bv Age 

Groups. 

13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to material covered in 
class. 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 111 749 177 17 
Mean 1.654 1.573 1.593 1.294 
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Table 16 

ANOVA of Mean Scores on Evaluation Dimension Questions bv 

Age Categories. 

13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to material covered in 
class. 

SS Df F p 
4.272 3, 1716 2.435 .063 

The ANOVA revealed the variance of the responses to the 

Evaluation question was not significant at the .05 level. 

Hypothesis one was not accepted for the instructional 

questions related to the Evaluation dimension. 

Feedback Dimension 

The Feedback dimension includes those questions that 

"measure the instructor's concern with the quality of the 

students' work" (Cohen, 1986). Two questions from the 

Devry/Dallas faculty evaluation form fit this dimension. 

14. Assigning and discussing homework that was relevant to 

the course. 

15. Returning graded work promptly 

The means of he responses for all age groups to the 

Feedback related questions are presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

Means for Feedback Dimension Related Question by Age 

Groups. 

14. Assigning and discussing homework that was relevant to 
the course. 

Age Category 
N 
Mean 

Under 25 
111 

1.698 

25-34 
751 

1.660 

35-50 
176 

1.659 

50 and over 
17 

1.471 

15. Returning graded work promptly 

Age Category 
N 
Mean 

Under 25 
780 

1.821 

25-34 
753 
1.757 

35-50 
176 

1.750 

50 and over 
17 

1.647 

The means of the groups again decreased as the age of 

the groups increased. 

Table 18 contains the list of the F-statistics and 

resulting probabilities of the ANOVA's of the questions 

related to the Feedback dimension. 

Table 18 

ANOVA of Mean Scores on Feedback Dimension Questions bv 

Age Categories. 

14. Assigning and discussing homework that was relevant to 
the course. 

SS 
1.309 

Df 
3, 1717 

F 
.692 

P 
.557 

15. Returning graded work promptly 

SS 
2.112 

Df 
3, 1722 

F 
.937 

P 
.442 
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The ANOVA's of the questions related to the Feedback 

dimension revealed none were significant at the .05 level. 

Hypothesis one was not accepted for the instructional 

questions related to the Feedback dimension. 

Rapport Dimension 

The Rapport dimension refers to questions related to "a 

teachers empathy, friendliness, approachability, and 

accessibility" (Cohen, 1986). Three questions from the 

DeVry/Dallas evaluation form were related to this dimension. 

16. Informing students of scheduled office hours and being 

available during these times. 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual respect in the 

classroom. 

19. Providing helpful academic assistance. 

The means for the responses of the different groups to 

the questions related to the Rapport dimension are reported 

in Table 19. 

Table 19 

Means for Rapport Dimension Related Question bv Age 

Groups. 

16. Informing students of scheduled office hours and being 
available during these times. 

Age Category Under 25 25-3 4 35-50 50 and over 
N 771 742 170 17 
Mean 1.724 1.763 1.700 1.471 
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Table 19 (continued) 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual respect in the 
classroom. 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 780 752 177 17 
Mean 1.669 1.669 1.588 1.471 

19. Providing helpful academic assistance. 

Age Category Under 25 25-3 4 35-50 50 and over 
N 779 753 174 17 
Mean 1.775 1.746 1.638 1.353 

The reported means again followed the pattern of 

earlier dimensions with the means decreasing as the age of 

the group increased. 

The F-statistics and probability quotients resulting 

from the ANOVA of the means of the responses of the age 

groups to the questions related to the Rapport dimension are 

presented in Table 20. 

The ANOVA's results revealed that none of the variances 

for the questions related to Rapport were significant at the 

.05 level. Hypothesis one was not accepted for 

instructional questions related to the Rapport dimension. 
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Table 20 

ANOVA of Mean Scores on Rapport Dimension Questions bv 

Age Categories. 

16. Informing student of scheduled office hours and being 
available during these times. 

SS Df F p 
2.067 3, 1696 1.023 .381 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual respect in the 
classroom. 

SS Df F p 
1.662 3, 1722 .826 .479 

9. Providing helpful academic assistance. 

SS Df F p 
5.327 3, 1719 2.437 .063 

Overall Rating 

The last question on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form asks the student for an overall rating of 

the instructor. The means of the responses for the 

different age groups to this question are presented in Table 

21. 

Table 21 

Means for the Overall Rating of the Instructor Question by 

Age Groups. 

23. My overall rating of this instructor is: 

Age Category Under 25 25-34 35-50 50 and over 
N 782 754 177 17 
Mean 1.687 1.667 1.605 1.588 
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The means across all groups varied by less than .1. 

Consistent with most of the other questions the mean 

decreased as the age of the group increased. 

The F-statistics and the probability resulting from the 

ANOVA of the group means to this question are presented in 

Table 22. 

Table 22 

ANOVA of Mean Scores for the Overall Rating of the 

Instructor Questions bv Age Categories. 

23. My overall rating of this instructor is: 

SS Df F p 
1.094 3, 1726 .552 .647 

The results of the ANOVA revealed that the variance in 

the means of the different age group's responses to the 

overall rating of the instructors was not significant at the 

.05 level. 
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Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis two stated that there would a difference 

between students with and students without prior post-

secondary experience in their views of effective instruction 

as reflected by responses to questions on a standard course 

evaluation form. The response of the sample students to the 

question of their prior post-secondary experience classified 

the student into two groups, those with and those without 

prior experience at a different post-secondary institution. 

This hypothesis was tested using a t-test of independent 

samples on the scored responses of the two groups to the 

instructional questions on the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form. Significance was set at the .05 level. 

Table 23 contains a listing of the means for the 

responses of each of the group of students to the 22 

instructional questions and the overall rating of the 

instructor question on the DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation 

form. 

An examination of Table 24 reveals the results of the 

t-test performed on the scored responses of the two sample 

groups to each of the 23 questions on the DevRy/Dallas 

faculty evaluation form. The information in Table 24 

includes both the t-statistics and the resulting 

probabilities of the each of the 23 t-tests performed. 
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Table 23 

Means for Responses of Students With and Without Prior 
Post-secondary Experience to Questions on the DeVrv/Dallas 
Faculty Evaluation Form. 

Means 
QUESTION With Without 

(N=926) (N=802) 

1. Following the published syllabus 1.629 1.617 
2. Using class time effectively 1.708 1.640 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-

prepared for each class session 1.621 1.594 
4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 

the topics covered in this course 1.481 1.480 
5. Introduces class effectively -

Sets the scene 1.659 1.672 
6. Making the class interesting -

Shows enthusiasm for the course 1.735 1.759 
7. Letting me know which topics were 

most important 1.677 1.733 
8. Making good use of the board/ 

overhead projector 1.659 1.672 
9. Allowing adequate opportunity 

for questions and discussion 1.641 1.666 
10. Speaking distinctly an in an 

audible manner 1.592 1.576 
11. Using examples when appropriate 1.564 1.590 
12. Presenting material in a clear 

and understandable manner 1.809 1.743 
13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to 

material covered in class 1.604 1.614 
14. Assigning and discussing homework 

that was relevant to the course 1.675 1.676 
15. Returning graded work promptly 1.783 1.785 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times 1.739 1.733 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class 1.795 1.801 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 
respect in the classroom 1.647 1.672 

19. Providing helpful academic 1.744 1.745 
20. Showing interest and concern with 

student progress 1.761 1.775 
21. Maintaining classroom discipline 

and control 1.644 1.603 
22. Prompt and avoids missing class 1.504 1.499 
23. My overall rating is: 1.674 1.663 
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Table 24 

Summary of t-test of responses from student with and without 
prior post-secondarv experience. 

QUESTION t p 

1. Following the published syllabus .348 .728 
2. Using class time effectively 1.708 .071 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-

prepared for each class session .711 .477 
4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 

the topics covered in this course .015 .988 
5. Introduces class effectively -

Sets the scene .313 .754 
6. Making the class interesting -

Shows enthusiasm for the course .562 .574 
7. Letting me know which topics were 

most important 1.373 .170 
8. Making good use of the board/ 

overhead projector .315 .753 
9. Allowing adequate opportunity 

for questions and discussion .625 .532 
10. Speaking distinctly an in an 

audible manner .446 .655 
11. Using examples when appropriate .731 .465 
12. Presenting material in a clear 

and understandable manner 1.53 0 .12 6 
13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to 

material covered in class .268 .789 
14. Assigning and discussing homework 

that was relevant to the course .030 .976 
15. Returning graded work promptly .030 .976 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times .143 .887 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class .144 .886 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 
respect in the classroom .629 .529 

19. Providing helpful academic 
assistance .031 .975 

20. Showing interest and concern with 
student progress .324 .74 6 

21. Maintaining classroom discipline 
and control 1.162 .245 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class 1.239 .216 
23. My overall rating is: .299 .765 
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A review of Table 23 indicated that the means of the 

responses of the two groups were very similar in all cases 

and no identifiable patterns emerged for either group. 

The results of the t-tests revealed that for none of 

the instructional questions the difference between the means 

of the groups was significant at the .05 level. 

Supplemental Analysis 

Some additional tests were run on the data in this 

study. These were not directly related to either of the 

hypotheses tested by this study but some of the results do 

relate to the theme of the study. A Pearson correlation 

coefficient was calculated on the students' responses to the 

individual instructional questions and their response to the 

overall rating of the instructor for the traditional 

students and the nontraditional students. In this 

calculation the nontraditional groups were combined. The 

results are found in Table 25. 

A review of the information in Table 25 reveals that 

there existed both similarities and differences in the 

correlations of traditional and nontraditional students to 

their overall ratings of the instructor. These findings 

while not directly related to this study may be the basis 

for some future research. 
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Table 25 

Correlation Coefficients for Responses to Individual 
Questions and Overall Rating of Instructor of Traditional 
and Nontraditional Students. 

r 
QUESTION Trad. Nontrad 

1. Following the published syllabus .603 .607* 
2. Using class time effectively .712 .574* 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-

prepared for each class session .724 .729* 
4. Displaying a competent knowledge of 

the topics covered in this course .684 .576* 
5. Introduces class effectively -

Sets the scene .700 .617* 
6. Making the class interesting -

Shows enthusiasm for the course .741 .627* 
7. Letting me know which topics were 

most important .713 .683* 
8. Making good use of the board/ 

overhead projector .670 .483* 
9. Allowing adequate opportunity 

for questions and discussion .743 .584* 
10. Speaking distinctly an in an 

audible manner .683 .566* 
11. Using examples when appropriate .601 .758* 
12. Presenting material in a clear 

and understandable manner .779 .559* 
13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to 

material covered in class .479 .659* 
14. Assigning and discussing homework 

that was relevant to the course .584 .415* 
15. Returning graded work promptly .630 .634* 
16. Informing students of scheduled 

office hours and being available 
during these times .503 .655* 

17. Being open to constructive 
criticism about the class .767 .742* 

18. Promoting and demonstrating mutual 
respect in the classroom .774 .773* 

19. Providing helpful academic assistance.545 .776* 
20. Showing interest and concern with 

student progress .77 5 .786* 
21. Maintaining classroom discipline 

and control .478 .666* 
22. Prompt and avoids missing class .548 .667* 

* p <.01 
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Summary 

A review of the results of the analysis of variance of 

the 23 questions comprising the DeVry/Dallas faculty 

evaluation form revealed a significant variance at the .05 

level existed for only one question. The means of the 

groups did tend to decrease as the age of the group 

increased in most cases, but except for question #20 this 

variance was not significant at the .05 level. These 

findings lead to not accepting Hypothesis one that 

traditional and nontraditional students in different age 

categories will differ in their views of the elements of 

effective instruction as reflected by responses to questions 

on a standard course evaluation form for all questions 

except No. 20. 

The review of the results, of the t-test of the 

responses of sample students with and without prior post 

secondary experience to the questions on the DeVry/Dallas 

faculty evaluation form, revealed no significant differences 

between the two groups. Hypothesis two, which stated that 

there is a difference between students with and students 

without prior post-secondary experience in their views of 

effective instruction as reflected by responses to questions 

on a standard course evaluations form, was not accepted. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were to determine the effect 

a student's age or the experience of having previously 

attended another post-secondary institution has on the 

student's evaluation of instruction. To achieve these 

purposes, the following two hypotheses were tested: 

1. Traditional and nontraditional students will differ 

in their views of the elements of effective instruction as 

reflected by responses to questions on a standard course 

evaluation form. 

2. There is a difference between students with and 

students without prior post-secondary experience in their 

views of effective instruction as reflected by responses to 

questions on a standard course evaluations form. 

The study tested these hypotheses through a 

statistical analysis of 173 0 undergraduate students' 

responses to questions on a standard faculty evaluation 

form. The stratified sample included traditional and 

nontraditional undergraduates representing all class levels, 

of all the associate and baccalaureate degree programs 

offered at DeVry Institute of Technology in Dallas during 

the Spring 1992 semester. 
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The sample students were grouped into four groups 

dependent on their age for the testing of the first 

hypothesis. The students were also grouped by their 

previous post-secondary experience at another institution 

for the testing of the second hypothesis. 

To test hypothesis one an analysis of variance was run 

on the students' responses to 23 instructional questions on 

the DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form. The students' 

response to each of the questions was the dependent variable 

and the age category of the student was the independent 

variable. The level of significance of the test was .05. 

The analysis of variances of the 23 questions revealed 

that only one question had a variance significant at the .05 

level. That one question, was No. 20: "Showing interest and 

concern with student progress", F(3,1710) = 2.997 p<.030. 

The analysis of variances for the remainder of the 

questions revealed none were significant at the .05 level. 

Hypothesis two was tested using a t-test of independent 

samples. The response of the students to each of the 

questions on the DeVry/Dallas faculty evaluation form was 

the dependent variable. The prior post-secondary experience 

of the student was the independent variable. The results of 

the t-test revealed that no significant difference existed 

between the groups' responses for any of the 23 questions. 
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Discussion 

An examination of the results of this study revealed a 
ft 

number of interesting points. To the only question to have 

a significant variance among the different age groups, No. 

20, "Showing interest and concern with student progress", 

the mean of the traditional aged students' responses (M = 

1.813) was higher than all three nontraditional age groups, 

25-34 (M = 1.762), 35-49 (M = 1.625), and 50 and over (M = 

1.412). The evaluation format was such that the lower the 

rating number the more positive the response. Thus the 

review of the means for the different age groups revealed 

that the nontraditional students rated faculty more 

positively as to their concern and interest in the class' 

progress than did the traditional students. Additionally, 

the older the student age group the more positive the rating 

of the instructor. 

A possible explanation for this variance between the 

groups may be found in Knowles (1980) assumption that as 

learners mature they become more self-directed. He notes 

that even though learning is not an isolated process, the 

amount of teacher involvement and direction needed decreases 

for adult students. This notion was supported by Wolfgang 

and Dowling's (1981) findings that external motivation was 

significantly less important to the learning of nontradi-

tional students compared to their traditional counterparts. 
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This study, however, found that the correlation 

coefficients between the responses to question No. 2 0 and 

their overall rating of the instructor (No. 23) for both 

traditional (r = .775) and nontraditional students (r = 

.786) were very high. This would indicate that the 

difference between the groups ratings were based on their 

perception of the instructor's concern and interest in their 

progress rather than difference in their opinion of the 

importance of this teaching characteristic. Pratt (1988) 

proposed that the most effective instructional situation for 

each student is determined by the direction and support 

he/she feels they need from the instructor. These findings 

would imply that the nontraditional students received in 

their view the needed and appropriate concern and interest 

from the instructor, while traditional students felt 

significantly different. 

While the responses to none of the other questions on 

the evaluation form were significant at the .05 level a 

review of the results reveal some interesting patterns. In 

the vast majority of the cases (20 of the 23) the 

nontraditional age groups rated the instructors more 

positively than their traditional classmates. This was 

consistent with Alciatore and Alciatore's (1979) findings, 

that in their survey of recent college graduates, younger 
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students were more critical of the instruction they had 

received in college than their adult counterparts. 

A review of the analysis also revealed that the 

difference in the degree of variance among the different 

types of instructional questions was not constant. Just as 

Feldman (1989) had noted in his research, this study found 

that individual characteristics varied in the degree of 

difference found between the responses of the different age 

groups. 

The findings of this study indicated that, had the 

level of significance been set at .10, the variance of the 

following questions would have been significant: 

1.) Following the published syllabus; 

4.)Displaying a competent knowledge of the topics 

covered in this course; 

7.) Letting me know which topics were most important; 

8.) Making good use of the board/overhead projector; 

13.) Quizzes and exams are relevant to material 

covered in class. 

19.) Providing helpful academic assistance. 

These questions all dealt with the amount of direction, 

feedback, and support the students felt they received from 

the instructor. As mentioned earlier this would seem to 

conform in some degree to the self-directed assumptions of 

Knowles (1980) concerning adult learners. Keller, Mattie, 
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Vodanovich, and Piotrowski's (1991) found that to their 

questions of the importance of the following teacher 

behaviors: "review before a test or exam" (p c.001); show 

enthusiasm/love for the subject" (p <.05) ; and "are 

available to students outside of class" (p <.05), there 

existed a significant difference between the ratings of 

traditional and nontraditional students (p. 181). 

The variance found in the ratings of the different age 

groups to these instructional characteristics, both in this 

study and Keller et al's (1991) seem to indicate that the 

nontraditional learners feel less need of structure and 

direction from the instructors in their instruction than do 

the traditional students. This difference in perceived need 

may explain why the nontraditional students were generally 

more positive towards the instructors in their evaluations 

of these instructional characteristics. 

Traditional and non-traditional students responded in 

very similar ways to the 15 remaining questions on the 

faculty evaluation form. These questions primarily 

represented the characteristics of the instructor's 

preparation, organization, classroom management, and the 

elocutionary and presentation skills. To all the questions 

in these areas the students' responses in this study were 

found to be similar across all four age categories. These 

results match with Keller et al's (1991) findings that to 



85 

the teaching behaviors: "Provide many examples", "Use humor 

appropriately"; "Provide an outline for every class" and 

"Change tone of voice throughout class delivery" there was 

no significant difference between the ratings of traditional 

and nontraditional students (p. 181). This was also 

consistent with Donaldson's (1991), findings that to the 

teaching characteristic "Instructors preparation; 

organization of course", nontraditional students in his 

rankings and traditional students in Goldsmid et al's (1977) 

report both ranked this characteristic equally (p.67). All 

these findings agreed with Alciatore and Alciatore's (1981) 

earlier report that preparation and organization were among 

the instructional areas that both traditional and 

nontraditional students listed as important in their survey. 

The findings of this study seem to affirm Brookfield's 

(1992) notion that "there are more similarities than there 

are differences between the characteristics of good 

educators as perceived by the learners across the lifespan 

... any differences that exist are likely to be of degree 

rather than kind" (p. 14). The degree of these differences 

is important for instructors to realize, but as this study 

has shown they do not significantly alter the way students 

evaluate instructional behaviors. 

The findings of the test of hypothesis two, that there 

were no significant difference between the responses of the 
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student with and those without previous post-secondary 

experience, were particularly strong. The results of the t-

test indicated no tendencies among the groups responses and 

in most cases the means of the groups responses were 

similar. This finding would appear to confirm Donaldson's 

(1991) theory of educational socialization. It would 

support his notion that most educational institutions follow 

similar instructional patterns and students have become 

adjusted to these standard teaching behaviors. This study 

certainly found nothing to disprove this theory. 

Summary of Findings 

In summary, the findings of this study, concerning this 

population, are as follows: 

1. The age of the students in an undergraduate course 

at a private technical college had no effect on their 

perception of instruction as measured by responses to 

faculty evaluation questions. 

2. The experience of having attended a different 

post-secondary institution had no effect on the 

perception of instruction of students at a private 

technical college as measured by responses to 

faculty evaluation questions. 
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Conclusions 

The following conclusions can be made from the results 

of this study. 

1. Instructors of mixed age classes should develop their 

instructional plans to match the needs of the students, 

as a whole, regardless of the age differences among the 

students. 

2. Instructors of mixed age classes should be cognizant 

that the nontraditional students may need less support 

and direction then the traditional student and should 

plan their instruction appropriately. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Based on the findings of this study the following areas 

of research would seem to have merit. 

1. Replicate this study in a different educational 

setting to test whether these findings can be 

generalized. 

2. Study the implications of the correlations of 

nontraditional students responses to specific teacher 

behaviors questions correlate with their overall 

ratings of instructors. 

3. Compare the correlations between specific teaching 

behaviors and overall ratings of nontraditional 

students with those of traditional students. 
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4. Study the correlations of the responses to individual 

instructional questions and their overall ratings of 

instructors for students with and without previous 

post-secondary experience for comparison and contrast. 
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Instructor Evaluations: 

Instructor: 

Term: 

Course: 
Class Group: 

Instructions: Place an "X" in the box that best qualifies each situation 

listed below. You may writ*, comments in the space provided 

on the back of this form. 
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1. Following the published syllabus. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
2. Using class time effectively. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
3. Demonstrating that he/she was well-prepared ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 

for each class session. 

4. Displaying a competent knowledge of the topics ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
covered in this course. 

5. Introduces class effectively - Sets the scene. ( ( ) ( ) C ) 

6. Making the class interesting - Shows ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
enthusiasm for the course. 

7. Letting me know which topics were most ( < ) ( ) ( ) 
important. 

8. Making good use of the board/overhead projector. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
9. Allowing adequate opportunity for questions ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 

and discussion. 

10. Speaking distinctly and in an audible manner. ( ( ) ( ) c ) 

11. Using examples when appropriate. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
12. Presenting material in a clear and ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 

understandable manner. 

13. Quizzes and exams are relevant to material ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
covered in class. 

14. Assigning and discussing homework that was ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
relevant to the course. 

15. Returning graded work promptly. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
16. Informing students of scheduled office hours ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 

and being available during those times. 

17. Being open to constructive criticism about ( C > ( ) ( ) 
the class. 

16. Promoting and demonstrating mutual respect ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
in the classroom. 

19. Providing helpful academic assistance. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
20. Showing interest and concern with student ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 

progress. 
( ) 21. Maintaining classroom discipline and control. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 

22. Prompt and avoids missing class. ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 
23. My overall rating of this intructor is: ( ( ) ( ) ( ) 



91 

LAB SECTION 

If applicable: 

24. Instructor is available to help in lab. 

25. FA support in lab. 
26. Instructor returns graded labs promptly. 
27. Instructor demonstrates how to use the 

equipment. 
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Comments: 

Please make your comments based upon the following: 

* The most positive aspects of this course. 

* Any negative aspects of the course. 
* Any aspects of this course you would like to see changed. 
* Any other comments are welcome. 

The fo l l ow ing in fo rmat ion is be ing ga the red for a research p ro jec t . Your 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n is app rec i a ted . 

You r age is 17-24 ( ) 25-35 ( ) 36-50 { ) 50- ( ) 

Sex Male ( ) Female ( ) 

E thn i c B a c k g r o u n d : White - Non Hispanic O r i g i n ( ) 

B lack - Non Hispanic O r i g i n ( ) 

Amer ican Ind ian ( ) 

Hispanic ( } 

As ian { ) 

Pacif ic I j l a n d e r f 3 

Have you eve r been p ro fess iona l l y evaluated? Yes ( ) No ( ) 

Have you a t t ended any o the r i n s t i t u t i o n of h ighe r educat ion7 Yes ( ) No ( 



REFERENCES 

Abrami, P.C., d'Apollonia, S., & Cohen, P. A. (1990). 
Validity of student ratings of instruction: What we 
know and what we do not. Journal of Educational 
Psychology. 82, 219-231. 

Alciatore, R. T. & Alciatore, P. L. (1979). Consumer 
reactions to college teaching. Improving College and 
University Teaching. 27, 2, 93-95. 

Almanac. (1992). Chronicle of Higher Education. 39(1). 
11. 

Aurbayi, E. (1987). Improvement of instruction and 
teacher effectiveness: Are student ratings reliable 
and valid. Higher Education. 16, 267-278. 

Beder, H. W. & Carrea, N. (1988). The effects of 
andragological teacher training on adult students' 
attendance and evaluation of their teachers. Adult 
Education Quarterly. 38, 75-87. 

Beder, H. W. & Darkenwald, G. (1982). Differences between 
teaching adults and pre-adults: Some propositions and 
findings. Adult Education. 32, 145-156. 

Brookfield, S. (1986). Understanding and facilitating adult 
learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Brookfield, S. (1992). Why Can't I Get This Right?: 
Myths and Realities in Facilitating Adult Learning. 
Adult Learning. 4, 12-15 

Centra, J. A. (1977). Student ratings of instruction 
and their relationship to student learning. American 
Educational Research Journal. 14. 17-24. 

Cohen, P. A. (1981). Student ratings of instruction and 
student achievement: A meta-analysis of multisection 
validity studies. Review of Educational Research. 51. 
281-309. 

Cohen, P. A. (1986). An updated and expanded meta-analvsis 
of multisection student rating validity studies. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, La. 

92 



93 

Comadena, M.E. & Semlab, W.D. (1990, November 1). 
Communication style and teacher effectiveness: A 
comparative study of the perceptions of adult learners 
and traditional undergraduate students. Paper presented 
at the Annual Meeting of the Speech Communication 
Association, Chicago, II. 

Costin, F., Greenough, W. T., & Menges, R. J. (1971). 
Student ratings of college teaching: Reliability, 
validity and usefulness. Review of Educational 
Research. 41, 511-535. 

Cross, K. P. (1981). Adults as learners: Increasing 
participation and facilitating learning. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Davenport, J. & Davenport, J. A. (1985). A chronology and 
analysis of the andragogy debate. Adult Education 
Quarterly, 35, 152-159. 

Donaldson, J.F. (1991). An examination of Similarities 
and differences among adult perceptions of instructional 
excellence in off-campus credit course programming. 
Innovative Higher Education. 16, 1, 59-78. 

Erdle, S., Murray, H. G., & Rushton, J. P. (1985). 
Personality, classroom behavior, and college teaching 
effectiveness: A path analysis. Journal of Educational 
Psychology. 77, 394-407. 

Feldman, K. A. (1976a). Grades and college students' 
evaluations of their courses and teachers. Research 
in Higher Education. 4, 69-111. 

Feldman, K. A. (1976b). The superior college teacher from 
the students' view. Research in Higher Education. 5, 
243-288. 

Feldman, K. A. (1978). Course characteristics and 
college students ratings of their teachers: What we 
know and what we don't. Research in Higher Education. 9, 
199-242. 

Feldman, K. A. (1979). The significance of circumstance for 
college students' ratings of their teachers and courses. 
Research in Higher Education. 10. 149-172. 



94 

Feldman, K. A. (1983). Seniority and experience of college 
teachers as related to evaluations they receive from 
students. Research in Higher Education, 18, 3-124. 

Feldman, K. A. (1984). Class size and college students' 
evaluation of teachers and courses: A closer look. 
Research in Higher Education, 21, 45-116. 

Feldmart, K.A. (1986) . The perceived instructional 
effectiveness of college teachers as related to their 
personality and attitudinal characteristics: A review and 
synthesis. Research in Higher Education. 24., 139-213. 

Feldman, K. A. (1987). Research productivity and scholarly 
accomplishments of college teachers as related to their 
instructional effectiveness: A review and exploration. 
Research in Higher Education, 26., 227-293. 

Feldman, K. A. (1988). Effective college teaching from 
the students' and faculty view: Matched or mismatched 
priorities? Research in Higher Education, 28, 291-344. 

Feldman, K. A. (1989). The association between student 
ratings of specific instructional dimension and student 
achievement: Refining and extending the synthesis of data 
from multisection validity studies. Research in Higher 
Education, 30, 583-645. 

Gallerstein, C. & Chandler, J. M. (1982). Faculty attitudes 
toward adult students. Improving College and University 
Teaching, M(3) , 13-18. 

Gerald, D. E. & Hussan, W. J. (1990). Projections of 
educational statistics to 2001: An update ( NGES 91-
683). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement. 

Gilley, W. & Hawkes Jr., R. T. (1989). Nontraditional 
students: A changing student body redefines community. 
Educational Record. 70, 33-35. 

Gorham, J. (1985). Differences between adults and pre-
adults: A closer look. Adult Education Quarterly. 35, 
194-209. 

Goldsmid, C. A., Gruber, J. E., & Wilson, E. K. (1977). 
Perceived attributes of superior teachers (PAST): An 
inquiry into the giving of teaching awards. American 
Educational Research Journal. 14, 423-440. 



95 

Houle, C. 0. (1972). The design of education. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kasworm, C. E. (1990) . Adult undergraduates in higher 
education: A review of past research perspectives. 
Review of Educational Research, 60. 35-372. 

Keller, J. E. & Switzer, D.E. (1983, Nov. 2). The 
evaluation of teaching effectiveness: The implications of 
different perspectives of traditional and nontraditional 
students. Paper presented at the Annual meeting of the 
Speech Communication Association, Washington D.C. 

Keller, J. W. , Mattie, N., Vodanovich, S. J. & 
Piotrowski, C. (1991). Teaching effectiveness: 
Comparisons between traditional and nontraditional 
college students. Innovative Higher Education. 15(2), 
177-184. 

Knowles, M. S. (1978). The Modern Practice of Adult 
Education. Chicago: Association Press/Follett. 

Knowles, M. S. (1980). The Modern Practice of Adult 
Education. Chicago: Association Press/Follett. 

Knowles, M. S. (1984). The adult learner: A neglected 
species. Houston: Gulf Publishing. 

Knox, A. B. (1977). Adult Development and Learning. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kuh, G. D. & Sturgis, J. T. (1980). Looking at the 
university through a different set of lens: Adult 
learners and traditional aged students' perceptions of 
the university environment. Journal of College Student 
Personnel. 21, 483-490. 

Lee, V. E. & Frank, K. A. (1990). Student's characteristics 
that facilitate the transfer from two-year to four year 
colleges. Sociology of Education, 63, 178-193. 

London, J. (1973). Adult education in the 1970's: Promise 
or illusion. Adult Education. 24(1)f 60-70. 

Marsh, H. W. (1982). Validity of students evaluations of 
college teaching: A multitrait-multimethod analysis. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 74, 264-279. 



96 

Marsh, H. W. (1984). Students' evaluation of university 
teaching: Dimensionality, reliability, validity, 
potential biases, and utility. Journal of Educational 
Psychology. 76, 707-754. 

Marsh, H. W. & Bailey, M. (1993). Multidimensional 
students' evaluations of teaching effectiveness: A 
profile analysis. The Journal of Higher Education. 64., 
1-18. 

Marsh, H. W., & Overall, J. U. (1981). The relative 
influence of course level, course type and instructor on 
student evaluation of college teaching. American 
Educational Research Journal. 18, 103-112. 

McKeachie, W. J. (1979). Student ratings of faculty: A 
reprise. Academe. 65, 384-397. 

Miller, R. I. (1979). Evaluating faculty for promotion 
and tenure. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Mishier, C. & Davenport, M. (1984). Faculty and student 
attitudes towards the mixed-age college class (Tech. 
Report). Green Bay: Wisconsin University, Assessment 
Center. 

Murray, H. G., Rushton, J. P., & Paunonen, S. V. (1990). 
Teacher personality traits and student instructional 
ratings in six types of university courses. Journal of 
Educational Psychology. 82, 250-261. 

Nimmer, J. E. & Stone E. F. (1991). Effects of grading 
practices and time of rating on student ratings of 
faculty performance and student learning. Research in 
Higher Education. 32, 195-215. 

Pratt, D. D. (1988). Andragogy as a relational construct. 
Adult Education Quarterly. 38(3), 160-181. 

Seldin, P. (1980). Successful faculty evaluation programs: 
A practical guide to improve faculty performance and 
promotion and tenure decisions. Crugers, NY: Coventry 
Press. 

Seldin, P. (1984). Changing practices in faculty 
evaluation: A critical assessment and recommendations for 
improvement. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



97 

Sidanius, J., & Crane, M. (1989). Job evaluation and 
gender: The case of university faculty. Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology. 19, 174-197. 

Wagner, A. P. (1987). Adults in higher education: The 
situation in the United States. In H. G. Schutze (Ed.), 
Adults in Higher Education: Policies and Practices in 
Great Britain and North America. Stockholm: Almquist & 
Wiksell International. 

Wiginington, H., Tollefson, N., & Rodriguez, E. (1989). 
Student's rating of instructors revisited: Interactions 
among class and instructor variables. Research in Higher 
Education, 30. 331-345. 

Wolfgang, M. E. & Dowling W. D. (1981). Differences in 
motivation of adult and younger undergraduates. Journal 
of Higher Education. 52. 642-656. 


