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ABSTRACT

FREEDOM THROUGH BUREAUCRACY:
A STUDY OF ONE UNIVERSITY'S SYSTEM

OF EXAMINATION AND GRADING
By

Franklyn Wedgwood York

This dissertation is an attempt to assess attitudes
toward a special examination program found in the Univer-
3ity College of Michigan State University. University
College final examinations, called course wide finals, are
written by a special office rather than by an instructor,
This independent evaluation makes possible a number of
Innovations in education; perhaps the most striking is
acceleration,

Acceleration refers to the granting of course credit
by passing the course wide final examination without
regular enrollment in the course. Acceleration is not
Pen to all students but only to those who qualify by
various means; at present the principal means is the
walvep examination program. The waiver examination is a
shortened version of the course wide final given at the
beginning of each term; 1t is open to all students, and,
for those who score sufficiently high on it, that particu-

lap University College course requirement is waived., Those
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who score still higher (waive with special permission) are
given the opportunity to accelerate the course at the end
of the term, It is the attitude of this group of accele-
ration-eligible students that I am primarily concerned with
in the study.

The primary sources of data for Lhe dissertation were
two hundred eilghty-two acceleration-eligible students who
responded to a mall questionnaire. In addition, information
from their student transcripts and other sources was
gathered., Interviews were also conducted with Unlversity
College faculty members and with the examiners who prepare
the course wide finals, The student data was analyzed for
relationships among responses and for significant patterns
In t he means and frequency distributions of the responses.
The faculty and examiner data were used for certain com-
parisons with the student data and each other., The com-
parisons of the faculty and examiner data were not so
methodologically sound as the analyses of the student data
alone; therefore, the findings involving the faculty and
examiner data should be considered sugzestive only.,.

The following were among the more important findings
of the study:

1. Students were very favorable to waiving and ac-

celeration in the abstract but were not nearly so
favorable to the course wide final or the

University College.
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2. Students did not see the course wide final as pre-
requisite for waiving and acceleration, but in-
stead saw the course wide final as closely tied to
the University College.

3. Students' grade point averages and their performance
in waiving and acceleration bore little relation to
their attitudes toward the course wide final.

L. In comparison with the examiners, neither the
students nor the University Collere faculty were
as sensitive to the intrinsic benefits of
independent evaluation.

Following the analysis of the data, an effort was made
to place the results of the dissertation in a more general
social sclience framework., The students!' simplistic view of
independent evaluation was seen as an analogue of the over-
simplified views of complex societal phenomena held by many
groups., An effort was made to examine the results of the
study in relation to the problems of the University College,
and the Student, Faculty, and Examiner comparisons were
viewed from the perspective of interest group theory.

Some of the implications of the widespread use of
independent evaluation and acceleration were considered,
especially concerning their possible effects on students
of lesser ability. Finally, I tried once again to show
how independent evaluation does provide freedom through

bureaucracy.
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To the memory of my father, who on learning about
acceleration said, "Why, a man could stop by in

the morning and come home that night with a colle:e

degreel"
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I. INTRODUCTION

Bureaucracy in Education

"Freedom Through Bureaucracy" is not meant as a para-
doxical or contradictory phrase. The pejorative conno-
tations of bureaucracy have been so emphasized that it is
forgotten how many of the benefits of our civilization depend
on bureaucracy. In particular, this paper is concerned with,
as the rest of the title implies, educational bureaucracy,
made possible and necessary by the mass education which has
characterized contemporary America,

Mass education usually earns a mixed reaction from
those who write about it, The results of mass education are
usually seen as praiseworthy; America has more persons
receiving higher education than any other nation in history,
Yet the process of mass education is not seen ag praise-
worthy, and many criticisms have been made concerning the
reduction of the formerly personal student-teacher relation-
ship to the anonymity of the IBM card.

For gsome, the quintessence of mass education and
educaticnal bureaucracy is the separation of instruction and
testing., Here the teacher lacks control over even the
student's grade; the computer appears to have destroyed the

last vestige of humanity remaining in higher education.
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It is a cardinal premise of this paper, however, that
separation of the teaching and examining functions does not
destroy humanity flexlibility and freedom in education, but
that iInstead it makes possitle new and important kinds of
freedom, How is this so?

Let us begin by criticizing the phrase "mass edu-
cation", This is surely an elliptical expression. [or mass
education may refer to the unthinking application of the
same instructional methods to thousands of students with no
consideration for differences in ability and no use of the
techniques made possible by large enrollment. This kind of
mass education is often found in the high school.

In the high school the teacher's status is typically
low, and learning is limited by various community taboos
as to what may and may not be discussed. rfurther, the
functions of both teacher and school are at least partially
custodial as well as educational and the able student's pace
i1s 1limited to that of the average in the class. Yet, and
this is a vital exception, it 1s not in the nhigh school that
grading is done by machine. There are, to be sure, such
things as the College Board examinations and the New York
Regents tests, but the student's grade is very much in tlie
teacher's hands, and the teacher may use whatever criteria
he chooses, Typically, these criteria may include such
irrelevant issues as attendance, classroom decorum, homework,
and so on,

In contrast to the high school setting, let us
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consider a radically different kiné of "mass education",
specifically the University College, the setting for the

research in this dissertation.






L
The Institutional Setting1

The University College is one of the colleges of
Michigan State University, a large coeducational university
in East Lansing, Michigan.,

The University College offers "general education',
General education is based on the idea of requiring all
students to have a general background in several important
areas of knowledge. In some senses, general education is
very similar to "liberal education", but unlike liberal
education, general education involves special innovations in
both course offerings and testing procedures,

The University College has four principal courses:
American Thought and Language, Natural Science, Social
Science, and Humanities. These four courses count for a
total of ;5 term hours and constitute one-fourth of the 180
hours required for most degrees at Michigan State. The four
courges are required of all undergraduates at MSU with cer-
tain exceptions and are ordinarily completed during the
first two years of college. Unlike other colleges of MSU,
the University College offers no degrees; instead, its
courses are taken by the students of the other colleges of
MSU,

One of the 1deas behind the University College was the
offering of a common background for all students at MSU;

1411 the special terms used in this dissertation are

defined in the Glossary immediately preceding the List of
References,
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thus everyone would be assured of a minimum background in
areas which were considered important for all college gradu-
ates., This was considered especially important for students
who were interested only in a particular specialty and would
not otherwise be introduced to lmportant knowledge outside
their majors. A further advantage of the University College
is that it gives students who are unsure of their major
field an opportunity to sample many content areas and thus
find a major they like. Because there are 5 credits common
to all students, changes in major fields are also
facilitated.

However, as was stated before, the emphasis of this
study is not upon coursesj; rather, its focus 1s upon testing
procedures, Unlike most courses, University College courses
do not have final examinations which are written by the
instructor, The final examinations for University College
courses are prepared by members of a special testing office,
the Office of Evaluation Services, with the help of the
teaching departments of the University College. These exams
are taken by all of the students enrolled in the course,
with certain exceptions. At the time the research for this
dissertation was conducted, the examination prepared by the
Office of Evaluation Services counted one-half the student's
grade with the other half being given by the instructor,

The University College final examination is called the
course wide final, and differs from conventional instructor-

given examinations in a number of ways:
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It is a multiple choice examination emphasizing
understanding and application of principles rather
than recall, This is possible because the exami-
nation is written by experts who devote full time
to 1t, rather than hastily prepared by an in-
structor who can devote only a small portion of
his time to it. I use the term "inferential" to
distinguish the course wide final from ordinary
recall examinations.

The course wide final makes possible the granting

of credit through means other than ordinary class

attendance, Specifically, in the University

College, the course wide final makes acceleration

possible, Acceleration refers to the granting of

credit by simply taking the final examination for
the course without attending any classes; if the
student scores high enough on the final, he is
given credit for the course. Theoretically, ac-
celeration is‘possible in all courses at M3SU; in
practice, acceleration does not work with

instructor-centered grading. This is so for a

number of reasons,

a., The instructor's tests usually ask questions
which can be answered only by attending his
classes., This does not mean that these things
are essential to a good understanding of the

subject matter; rather they are simply
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idiosyncratic emphases of the instructor.

b. The instructor's tests are usually essay
examinations with all their problems of
subjective grading. Further, there is often
no norm group to compare the student's per-
formance with,

c. Without a special testing office there is no
one to set up the mechanics of a program of
acceleration, Whom does the student avply to?
How does he qualify? When and where does he
take the exam?

The course wide final given by the University College
obviates these problems., The course wide final is prepared
from the textual materials which are available to all stu-
dents, and the student's performance is compared with that
of a large number of other students taking the exam. Also,
since the course wide final is a multiple choice test which
is machine-graded, the student 1is assured of objectivity
that he would not get with an instructor-graded essay exam.
Finally, thé student is given the opportunity to utilize a
regular program set up for acceleration,

This program is called the walver and acceleration
program and 1s fully described in a subsequent section of
the dissertation, I should emphasize at the outset, how-
ever, that t he walver program i1s open to all students and
excuses those who are successful from the requirement of

taking the otherwlse-required University College course.
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The waiver program also qualifies the student who scores ex-
tremely well (waives with special permission) to attempt ac-
celeration, The acceleration program is not open to all
students but only to those who qualify through the walver
and certain other means, The acceleration program offers
credit without class attendance to those who score well on
the course wide final., The whole complex of the course wide
final and waiving and acceleration is called independent
evaluation,

Thus we see that "mass education" can embrace radically
different programs. The reader has perhaps already realized
many of the advantages of independent evaluation. Nonethe-
less, a specific instance may make these benefits clearer,

Allow me, then, to use my own experiences as an example.



Reminiscences of an Underachiever

I suppose my interest in independent evaluation began
in elementary school., My regular teacher-assigned grades
were not very good, but I always did well on the standardized
achievement tests which were given at the end of the year.

High school was even less enjoyable for me than
elementary school, and my teacher-assigned grades were even
lower. In particular, my English grades were very poor, yet
at the same time I did better than anyone else in my class
on the College Board English Achievement Tests,

All this finally caused some concern to the school
counsellors who with typlcal high school persoicacity tried
to determine what was wrong with me and why I wasn't
"working to potential", Of course, it had been an achieve-
ment test, not an aptitude test that I had scored well on,
but that made no difference., The system couldn't be wrong.

In spite of my bad high school grades I entered
college, and, after a year at the University of Miami in
Florida, transferred to Michigan State University., Here I
learned about the waiver and acceleration program for
University College courses and did well enough to be used as
an example in the University College pamphlet, "Making
College Programs More Flexible",

How much can be gained by waiver
and acceleration examinations?

Theoretically it 1s possible for a student to waive all
University College courses. It 1s even possible, by
making high scores on all twelve waiver examinations and
taking all the term-end examinations, to gain 5 hours of
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credit for the four University College courses without
enrolling in any of them. No student has done this, and
it would perhaps not be advisable to undertake tnis much
independent work, but here is what one student did:

In January he took waiver examinations for one term
of Natural Science and two terms of Humanities. kis
scores on all three examinations were high enough to
qualify him to attempt acceleration. He took these
three term-end examinations in March, making "A" on
each,

He began the spring term by taking waiver exami-
nations for another term of Natural Science and two
terms of Social Science, and duplicated his achieve-
ment of the previous term.

In June he took a walver examination for the third
term of Social Science, and in August again made "A"
on the term-end examination.

Thus in three terms he not only had waived more than
half of his University College course requirements, but
had gaineg 28 credits (and 112 grade points by exami-
nations.)

As the preceding indicates, my experiences have been
such that it is difficult for me to feel neutral about
independent evaluation and acceleration. I like tnem very
much, and this paper is written from the standpoint of a
beneficiary of independent evaluation, not a disinterested
observer, I must also, therefore, beg the reader's
indulgence for what may seem an undue amount of polemics
in a scholarly paper.

Further, I should add that this research was sponsored
by the Office of Evaluation Services which is hardly neutral
toward independent evaluation, since it prepares the course
wide final and administers the acceleration program. How-
ever, any invidious statements made are entirely my own,
since Dr., Warrington, Director of the Office of Evaluation

2Mak1ng College Programs More Flexible, University
College Brochure.




11

Services, has asked me to moderate several unduly blunt

remarks about teacher-centered grading.
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Rationale of the Study

It is largely assumed rather than demonstrated that
acceleration offers important benefits for the accelerating
student. There are two other basic propositions associated
with acceleration which are related to the research for
this paper, which are not merely assumed. One of them nas
been demonstrated by previous studies of acceleration; the
other 1s explored by the present research,

1. The Educational Efficacy of Acceleration. From a
strictly educational or psychometric standpoint
acceleration works and works very well, This has
been repeatedly demonstrated in all the studies I
have been able to find on the stubject., Several
of these studies are quoted in subsequent sections
of this dissertation,

2., In spite of the fact that acceleration works well
from an educational standpoint and in s ite of the
very real benefits it of fers to the accelerating
student, acceleration has not revolutionized
American education, On the contrary, as we shall
also see in subsequent sections, acceleration is
not common in American education and has, in fact,
been retreating rather than expanding,

Thus, the combination of these three propositions

suggests something of a paradox. Here is a program with
great potential benefits which works well educationally at

least for those students who attempt it, and yet 1t 1is
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contracting rather than expanding.

The focus of this study, then, is not to demonstrate
the benefits of acceleration nor to show that it works
educationally, Instead, I attempt to explore the attitudes
of several groups who are affected by independent evaluation
and from these findings learn what social milieus are con-
ducive to the flowering of independent evaluation and what

has hindered its growth up to the present time.
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Some Hypotheses

To this end I attempt to study the attitudes of
acceleration eligible students, University College faculty
members, and members of the Office of Evaluation Services.
A discussion of these three groups and the reason for their
selection will be found in the Study Section., I have not
formulated formal hypotheses but have been concerned with
gathering information in the following areas:

I. Specific Attitudinal and Demographic Information

A, Students

l. To what extent are students! attitudes toward
one aspect of independent evaluation related
to thelr attitudes toward other aspects?

2. Are students' successes in waiving,
acceleration and grades related to their
attitudes toward independent evaluation?

3., How do students feel about the various
aspects of independent evaluation?

lL. How successful were students in academic
achievement, particularly in waiving and
acceleration?

B. Faculty and Examiners

1. How do the opinions of faculty members and

examiners compare with students! opinions?
II. How do independent evaluation and the results of
this dissertation fit into the larger body of

general social sclence theory?
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Value of the Study

I have chosen to study independent evaluation for a

number of reasons, but the study seems of potential value

in the following three areas:

1.

3.

The Object of Study. Independent evaluation and
acceleration are intrinsically interesting. As the
quotation on the dedicatory page implies, their
general application would radically alter American
education, Also, as we shall see on subsequent
pages, the other benefits of independent evaluation
are worthy of study,

Innovations. Change is of interest to social
scientists, but too often their concentration on
change 1s one of the social problems created by the
change. This study looks at what could be an
extremely beneficial change. My study of innovation
i3 also somewhat different in that it considers a
relatively unsuccessful innovation,

Freedom, Independent evaluation has many political
overtones, specifically in the kind of freedom it
provides from instructor control. Analogies are
rightfully distrusted, but surely politics and the
issues of human freedom can be as relevant for the

classroom as for the state,

Having hopefully whetted the reader's interest in the

study, let me now turn to a fuller discussion of the course

wide final,



IT. THE COURSE WIDE FINAL

The Uses of a Course Wide Final

The focal point of this study is the University Colle;:e
course wide final. The course wide final is a multiple
choice examlnation prepared by the Office of Evaluatlion
Services of the University College with the help of the
teaching departments of the University College. 1t is given
for each of the twelve regular University College courses at
the end of eacn term, and, at the time this study was con-
ducted, counted one-half of the students' grades, with the
other half being supplied by the instructors.

Unlike conventional tests then, the course wide final
is neither graded nor prepared by the instructor, Grading
is independent of teaching, hence the term, "independert
evaluation". Such a program of independent evaluation
offers a numbef of advantages; these are discussed in a

paper by Warringtonl

on which most of the following dis-
cussion 1s based.

1., A course wide final encourages attention to the
whole course rather than only those aspects which
are of interest to the instructor. Detractors of

lWarrington, Willard G., Some Positive Academic

functions of a Common Examination Program. Unpublished
Paper,

16
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independent evaluation often speak disparagingly

of "teaching for the test"; but, given an expertly
constructed examination, teaching for tlie test will
mean teaching the whole course ana teaching it well.
This certainly limits the freedom of t..e instr.ctor
to teach only what he wisnes, but I do not feel that
this is a legitimate freedom, especially in an
introductory course. Studerits have a right to a
full introduction in a beginning; course, and
teachers of more advanced courses expect students
from different sections of beginning courses to
have some common background. Wwarrington remarks
that courses should be changed through De_artmental
procedures, not through unilateral action.

A course wide final is a better examination. This
point i1s so obvious that I would not elaborate on
it, were it not for tne objections voiced against
the course wide final. The accomplishrient of any
complex task requires specialists. We do not pull
the first man we see from the street to design
bridges, perform surgery, or program computers for
us. Tests are important and they are difficult to
write well., Unfortunately, since instructors are
not usually evaluated on the quality of tieir tests,
the inadequacles of many instructor-given tests are

hidden, but they are nonetheless real. A test

written by men who like to write tests and who
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devote a large proportion of their time to such
work offers a multitude of advantages over a
hastily-written instructor exam.

This may be a good place to niention the relative
merits of multiple choice and essay examinations.
Too many people feel that multiple choice exami-
nations offer no advantages other than a savings
of instructor time in grading. Multiple choice
examinations test recall and essay examinations
test general understanding. Is this true? It 1is
certainly true that multiple choice examinations
can be used merely to test recall. For example:

When did the Civil War begin?

a., 1859
b. 1860
c. 1861
d., 1862
e. 1863

But essay examinations are often merely recall
examinations too. The instructor presents material,
the student records it in his notes, and he then
repeats it on the essay exam given by the instruc-
tor.

More important, however, is the point that
multiple choice examinations need not be recall
tests. Consider the following question and accom-
panying explanation taken from the "Sample Test
Items"™ booklet prepared by the Social Science

Department and the Office of Evaluation Services
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of the University College.

Which of these forms of social security would a
Communist regard as necessary only in capital-
istic economies?

1. Health protection

2. Workmen's compensation

3. 01d age pension

. Unemployment compensation

The above item is brief, and might be easy and
quite factual were the information needed for
answering it given in so many words in the
readings. However, 1t 1s 1likely that more than
mere rote learning will be needed, Although

the item might appear to be chiefly concerned
with the concept of social security, this is
actually a device for discovering whether a
student has an insight into one aspect of
Communist theory. One who 1s acquainted with
Communism should know that unemployment 1is
regarded by Communists as inevitable in capital-
istic countries but non-existent under socialism.
This 1s the knowledge that should be recalled
and applied despite the apparent concern of tune
item with measures of social security.

Such subtlety in a question is possible only
because the multiple choice question supplies the
alternatives and requires that the student choose
the best alternative. I do not think that the same
chain of reasoning could be so well elicited with
an essay examination,

The multiple choice examination offers other
advantages as well., Because the student need not
spend his time writing, it is possible to ask far
more questions and thus insure a far better
sampling of the material in the course. Grading
is also much faster and more accurate as well as

more objective, since it can be done by machine.
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Olmsted2 performed an interesting experiment
(which is relevant here) in his social psycholosy
courses., He counpared the nerformance of his fall
and winter sections on examinations for social
psychology. He gave essentially the same exami-
nation both terms, but for the winter term he
permitted the students to use whatever notes they
wished on the examination. The examinations were
multiple choice, yet there were practically no
differences in the performances of the students in
the fall and winter terms. Clearly, it would seem
that Olmsted's tests were testing something other
than recall.

The course wide final is a multiple choice exami-
nation, and most of its questions are inferential

( such as the question on unemployment) rather than
recall, This 1s possible because students are
&3iven the results of specialists' expertise.,

3. Tlie course wide final permits fairer grading
b e cause i1t eliminates "the luck of the draw" which
i s found in multiple section courses. Some
I rnistructors are hard graders while others are easy
ESTX*aders, and without a course wide final, serious
5~r1equities can result. The course wide final

©1liminates these inequities by comparing the

2
. %1Jnsted, Donald, Open Note Examination in Introductory
3ocial PSychology. Unpublished raper.
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performance of everyone taking the course, not just

the students within a given section.

A course wide final offers alternatives to the usual

pattern of class attendance. A course wide final

makes possible credit without class attendance in

three ways:

a. It provides a realistic standard of comparison.

Since all students take the examination, it is
possible to compare the performance of non-
class-attending students with the performance of
those who have attended class. If an ad hoc
examination is given to the non-class-attending
student, the performance required of him may be
far in excess of that which would be required of
a class-attending student.

The course wide final is not prepared by a
particular instructor and does not test the
student on material that can be gained only by
attending that instructor's classes. Also,
because the course wide final 1s machine-graded,
greater objectivity is assured than would be
possible with an instructor-graded essay exam.
Because a special office handles the testing
program, there is someone to set up a program
which takes care of the mechanics of a program
of credit without regular class attendance. In

addition, unlike the instructor, the special
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office has no vested interest in seeing that

students attend class to gain credit.
There are many conceivable ways in which a course
wide final could be linked to credit with altered
or reduced class attendance. These would include
such methods as programmed learning, sections
covering a year's work in one term, and others.
In the University College at present, however, the
only method is that of independent study by the
student who then takes the course wide final and
receives credit if he is successful. This pro-
cedure i1s known as acceleration or more informally
as "comping". The following is a discussion of
how acceleration and its important adjunct,

waiving, work.
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Some Relations and Comparisons Between
Waiving and Acceleration
Acceleration is especially important to this study
because 1t is the purest form of independent evaluation in
the University College. Under ordinary circumstances the
Instructort's grade counts one-half in determining the
student's grade, but the acceleration student is graded
solely on the basis of his course wide final perfcrmance.
Acceleration also demonstrates the revolutionary power
of the course wide final., In an ordinary class, the student
Is required to attend class and work at the pace set by the
Instructor, No matter how good the student is, he is still
adjugted to the pace of the average student., He has no
assurance that his superiority will result in better grades,
for the instructor may grade on class attendance, homework,
and other factors extraneous to test performance,

The accelerating student is required to demonstrate
his Compet ence on a test made up by experts, and this is all
he is requa 1 red to do, This is the meaning of the quotation
on the ded I catory page of the dissertation; a good student
might not X*eally stop off in the morning and come home that
night with his degree, but surely the time of college
attendanc e ¢oyuld be drastically shortened for superior
students .. Also, while the time gained would be wonderful,
8N eVeN MO ¢ important galn would be the freedom to learn as
one wisheqg _

ACCeleration is almost a can't-lose proposition in
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the University College for the student who qualifies. If
the student receives an "A" or a "B", this grade is re-

torded on his transcript, and he receives credit for the
Course, If he receives a "C-plus"™, the course requirement
is waived, but he receives no credit and is given an "N"

grade which does not figure in his average., If he receilves
a "c" or below, he receives an "N" grade and is required to
enroll in the course, providing he did not previously waive

the course, Briefly then, a student receives an "A" or "B"

or no grade at all,

The sole difficulty in acceleration 1s qualifying for

it, Only certain groups of students are eligible to attempt

acceleration, These are:

l. Students who receive "A's" from their instructors
at midterm in the first term of a University
College course or have at least an "A-B" combina-
t1on for the first two terms of their course,

2. Honors College students under certain circumstances,

3. S+twudents who "walve with special permission."”
The last Xxoup 1is the most important., Numbers one and two
both involve teacher-cent ered evaluation to qualify for
accelerat y On, but for number three only independent evalu-
atlon 18 \uS eg to establish the student's qualifications,
How then Qoeg the third method work?

The Wailver examination 1s given at the beginning of
each YTM ith g gseparate examination for each of the twelve

regwl?® University College courses. The examination is open
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to all students, and each student may take up to three
Waiver examinations per term.3 A student may attempt all
WWelve waivers if he wishes, but he may take a given waiver
only once, The waiver is composed of items taken from
Previous course wide finals, but 1s somewhat shorter,

having sixty versus one hundred items. The student's per-
formance on the waiver examination is scored on a three

point scale:

1, Waiver with special permission. The student is
excused from the required University College course
and 1s given the opportunity at the end of the
term to attempt the regular course wide final and
receive credit if he scores at the "A"™ or "B" level.
The student is almost sure to receive credit since
walving with special permission is the equivalent

of "™A"™ performance and successful acceleration in-
v olves only "B" performance., In any case, should
thie student fail to accelerate, his waiver is still

& ood,

2. W aive only. The student is excused from the course

X* ©equirement but is not permitted to attempt the

T A nal examination at the end of the term.

3e F'ail to waive., The student is required to enroll

An the course.

BATWL 111 1s an exception because 1t involves a writing

test. Orﬁly one other waiver may be taken with the ATL 111
walver.
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Educational Effectiveness of Acceleration

This dissertation views the course wide final as an
Invention which makes acceleration possible, I do not
attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of acceleration as an
educational device. The following tables and the discussion
taken from Hall and Pressey in the next section cogently
demons trate that acceleration works and works well,

Every study made of acceleration has shown that ac-
celerating students do better than regularly enrolled stu-
dents., Hallu presents this in a table of the results of
the 1948 Spring Comprehensive:

A Comparison of the Performance of Regularly
Enrolled and Accelerating Students

A B C D F

All 3rd Term 5.25  24.15  L4B.5%  15.5° 6.77%
Students

Accelerating 23.05 22.1%Z 40.175 12.37 2.5
Students

Hall's own research involved covering the entire year
of Social Science in one term, For his group of students
there were twelve "A's", fourteen "B's", and only two "C's".
Hall's group was one of high ability, but no one argues that
acceleration 1s for everybody.

More recent data for Michigan State show the same pat-
tern. For example, in the spring of 1967, the acceleration

uHall, J. Oliver, A Study of Acceleration Methods in
Basic College Social Science. (East Lansing, Michigan:

Unpublished Ed., D. Dissertation, Michigan State University,
1951)’ po 61.
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grades were as follows:

A B Below B

ST/ 32 10,
learly 90/ of the students who attempted to accelerate
received "A's" or "B's"!

Dressel, warrington, and Sweet have also concucted
studies demonstrating the effectiveness of acceleration. 1In
fact, the very cogency of the studies about acceleration
introduces the question of why this method of learning has
not revolutionized American education. Yet acceleration
has not expanded at lMichigan State; if anything, 1t has
retreated. We shall see this in the following chapter after
a brief discussion of some of the functional requirements of

independent evaluation,






The Prerequisites of Independent EZvaluation

The effectiveness of independent evaluation is unde-
niable but 1s dependent on several conditions. One pre-
requisite is that of having courses with enrollments which
are large enough to justify having independent examiners
prepare the tests. This technical problem, however, could
often be overcome by having some sort of consortium ar-
rangement among collesges and universities.

Another problem which is more fundamental and not so
amenable to technical solution concerns the subject Tatter
assumntions required for independent evaluation. Independent
evaluation 1s common testing — thus the term course wide
final — and common testing involves some agreerent among
various instructors teaching the discipline concerning what
the student should be required to know. Here there are
real differences between subject matters and within disci-
olines at differing levels of difficulty. Specifically,
it seems that there is far more consensus at the introduc-
tory levels than at the more advanced levels as to what the
student should be required to know. Every student in history
should know about the Roman Empire, but is a knowledge of
Baltic or of Balkan politics to be more esteemed?

Dr, Joseph Schlesinger suggested this section, and it
is perhaps most appropriate that he did so, since his

5Many of the 1deas contained in this section were
sugrested by Dr. Schlesinger. Robert Merten's On

Theoretical Sociology (New York: Free Press, 19067) was
also most helpful,.
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discipline, political science, illustrates tihis lack of
consensus concerning what the student should be required to
know, Aristotelian physics and the phlogiston theory of
combustion are no longer among the living in the natural
sciences, but Aristotelian political theory still has staunch
defenders in political science. The same is true to a
greater or lesser extent in all of the social sciences and
humanities,

Many professors who are nominally in the same disci-
pline are actually operating from completely different
theoretical presuppositions., ©Note that this does not refer
simply to specialization within a discipline. The physical
chemist and the organic cherist have different specialties,
but each accepts the validity of the other's specialty. Tae
Aristotelian political scilentist and the behavioral political
scientist do not do this,

Independent evaluation, of course, does not create
this problem and, in a sense, the requirement for consensus
is a strength of independent evaluation as in the case of
Introductory courses which were discussed in the initial
gsection on the benefits of a course wide final. However,
independent evaluation does make explicit these formerly
implicit conflicts, and thus it may be impossible in a
discipline which does not have unification among its prac-
titioners. And so, once again, we see the far-reaching

latent effects of independent evaluation.



ITI. BRIEF HISTORY OF INDEPENDENT EVALUATION

The University College
and the Course Wide Final1

The University College was organized in 194)y with in-
struction in its courses beginning in the fall of that year,
The University College was at that time known as the Basic
College and offered seven courses:

l, Written and Spoken English (required of all students)

2. Physical Science (one of these two to be taken
3., Biological Science each student)

i, Social Science (one of these two to be taken by
5. Effective Living each student)

6. History of Civilization (one of these two to be
T. Literature and Fine Arts taken by each student)

Along with these, the student was required to select one ad-
ditional course beyond the four required above. Since each
basic course counted nine credits, this made a total of
forty-five credits, or about one-fourth of a student's
undergraduate work,

The courses were nominally divided into terms, but a
student's grade for the whole year was dependent on a com=-
prehensive examination given at the end of the three term
sequence, Advisory instructor grades were given at the end

1Much of the following discussion is taken from
Evaluation in the Baslic College (New York: Harper and

Brothers, 1958) and The Basic College of Michigan State
(East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State College Press, 1955).

30
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of each term, but these grades were replaced by the compre-
hensive examination grade which counted 100% of the student's
grade,

There was no waiver orogram at this time, but pro-
vision was made for superior students to attempt the com-
prehensive examination after only one or two term's work®
rather than the usual three, The minimum grade for credit
under this acceleration program was "C",.

The examination program was administered by The Board
of Examiners which is now known as the Office of Evaluation
Services., The comprehensive examinations were worked out in
conjunction with the teaching Departments and were largely
multiple choice,

Not surprisingly, so radical a program of innovation
encountered strong resistance from various groups including:

1, Some faculty members, who thought it reduced them

to the status of tutors.

2. The Registrar's Office, which felt it made the

recording of grades more difficulst.

3. Students who did well on their advisory instructor

grades but poorly on the comprehensive,

From all that I have learned in my reading and dis-
cussions with people involved, these critics were a noisy
group, but the Comprehensive Examination survived while the
original Dean of the University College was in office, How-
ever, Dean Rather died in 1952, and with a new Dean, a new

2Under exceptional circumstances without enrolling in
any terms at all,
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program was instituted in the Fall of 1953, The number of
course offerings was reduced from seven to four, and stu-
dents were required to enroll in all four without option.
These four courses are:

1., Communications Skills 9 credits

2. Natural Science 12 credits
3. Social Science 12 credits
Ly, Humanities 12 credits

Because of the increase in credits for three of the
four remaining courses, the total credit requirements for
the University College remained at forty-five for each
student.

Radical changes were also made in examination proce-
dures, The Comprehensive Examination was abandoned and the
course wide final introduced in its place., While under the
cld program, a student received a single grade for a whole
year's work; under the new, the course wide final was given
at the end of each term, with the grade for each term inde-
pendent of the other two terms. However, questions covering
the work of earlier terms were included in the second and
third term course wide finals., Finally, the course wide
final counted only 50% of a student's grade; the other 50%
was given by the instructor.

In spite of these radical changes however, much of the
0ld program remained. The examinations were still ad-
ministered by an independent agency and were still expertly

constructed multiple cholce examinations. However, there



as




33

seemed to be more application of principles and infersnce
required in the old comprehensive examination than in the
course wide finals. Warrington and Mayhew3 mention this,
and in reading sample questions from the old comprehensives

in the book Comprehensive Examinations in a Program of

General Educatlion, I formed the impression that these

questions were less oriented toward specific information
and less tied to a particular textbook than those of the
present course wide final,

Acceleration survived the change. A student who re-
ceived an "A" at midterm from the instructor in the earlier
terms of the course was eligible to take the course wide
final for the next term's course without enrollment, and
receive credit if he scored "B" or better. Acceleration at
the "C" level was not allowed, except for those students
over twenty-eight years of age. Thus, while acceleration
survived the changes, it was curtailed as Warrington and
Mayhew mentionlt.

All of the 1953 changes in the Basic College were in
the direction of the conventional, Much of the original
program of independent evaluation was vitiated. Since 1953
there have been no comparable reorganizations of the
University College courses., In 1961 the name of the college

3Warrington, Willard G. and Mayhew, Louis B., "On

the Credit Side," Dressel Evaluation in the Basic College.
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1958), p. 150.

thid., pp. 156-158,
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was changed from "Basic College" to "University College" and
"Communications Skills" has become "American Thought and

Language", but these are small changes indeed, compared to

the 1953 revolution.5

5
But see Postscript 1969,
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Comparative Growth of Waiving and Acceleraticn

In 1959, however, the walver program was introduced.
This change ran counter to those of 1953 which restricted
independent evaluation, As mentioned in the introducticn,
any student may attempt a waiver once, If he scores well
enough, he is permitted to attempt the course wide final for
that term and receive credit. The requirements for waiving
with special permission are stringent, but they are entirely
independent evaluation requirements. Whereas formerly a
student had to please an instructor to the extent of receiv-
ing an "A"™ at midterm, now all a student had to do was to
score high enough on the walver examination,

For many students, of course, the purpose of the waiver
program is the avoidance of an undesired course. But for our
purposes, this is secondary to the use of waiver as a vehicle
to acceleration, I have collected some fragmentary data on
the walver program and its part in acceleration. In spite of
the incompleteness of this information, the trends it por-
trays are so clear that it serves well for my purposes,

Further, the comparisons made here do not consider the
rapld growth of Michigan State University between 1960 and
1967, I do not feel that such consideration 1s necessary
because the polnt of these tables 1s a comparison between
the walver and acceleration programs and both programs were

equally affected by Michigan State's growth.
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Table A, Waiving 1960-1967 Fall Terms.©

Table A presents a picture of the explosive growth of
the waiver program, I have chosen fall term as representa-
tive, since I have the most complete data for this term,

In general, walvers seem to be highest in the fall and winter

terms,

WSPi¢ and Percentage
Term Wailver Attempts Waived WSP of WSP'ss¢
Fall 1960 38 32 16 14 2%
Fall 1961 339 202 6l 19%
Fall 1962 521 265 69 137%
Fall 1963 728 432 134 16%
Fall 196l 1527 876 265 17%
Fall 1965 2269 1115 280 12%
Fall 1966 2809 1429 294 10%
Fall 1967 3456 1,86 252 7%

#Waivers with special permission
Table B, Two Full Year Walver Comparisons.7
Table B compares two full school years (excluding
summer term)., The number of waiver attempts from the 1960-
1961 school year to the 1967-1968 school year increases more
than twenty fold.
1960-1961 School Year — 30l waiver attempts
1967-1968 School Year — 7L6lL waiver attempts
6All of the following data was obtained from Office
of Evaluatlion Services records with the help of Mrs. Opal

Young.

7Taken from Office of Evaluation Services records.
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Table C. Sources of Acceleration Attempts.

Table C is the most fragmentary but alsq the most in-
teresting table, Table C presents a comparison of the
sources of acceleration permissions (the Departmental per-
missions are largely those for students with high instructor
grades), the number of acceleration attempts, and successful
accelerations,

Qualifications Attempts Successes

Winter 1961 WSP 17 11 10
Dept. Per. md %2@ 5ho

Total md 09 550

Winter 1962 WSP 76 53 Ll
Dept. Per. %g; L96 305

99 549 349

Winter 1967 WSP 290 md md
Dept., Per. _md md md

Total md 3L0 293

Winter 1968 WSP 324 md md
Dept. Per, _md md md

Total md 366 316

In spite of the high amount of missing data, two things
are clear from Table C:

l. Unlike the waiver attempts, the number of acceler-
ation attempts has not grown. Indeed, the shrinkage
in the number suggests that students who formerly
attempted acceleration may now substitute waiving.

2. The number of Departmental Permissions appears to
have declined sharply, since the number of waivers
with special permission has increased, while the

number of acceleration attempts has declined.

8Taken from Office of Evaluation Services records.
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The tables are incomplete but thelir message is clear.
Tables A and B chart the expansion of the waiver program;
walving has increased nearly one hundred fold from the fall
of 1960 to the fall of 1967. The percentage of waivers
with special permission has shown secular decline (although
the figure for fall, 1967 may be unusually low). This is
probably the result of the far larger numbers of students
attempting the waiver; whereas in earlier years waiver at-
tempts were more largely confined to high ability students,
now many lower ability students also attempt waivers,
Nevertheless, absolute number of waivers with special
permission has increased.

Table C shows the stagnation of the acceleraticn pro-
gram. A smaller percentage of students is now attempting
acceleration than did in the early 1960's., Also, Warrington
and Mayhew reported in 1958 that the number of acceler-
ations was smaller then than in the early years of the
University College.9

These data, then, show a tremendous increase in im-
portance for the waiver program, but a decrease in impor-
tance for the acceleration program. After a brief descrip-
tion of the experiences of other Universities with acceler-
ation, we shall see how their data fit in with the findings

of the study in the Data Analysis Section.

9Warrington and Mayhew, op. cit., pp. 157-158,
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Acceleration in Other Colleges and Universities
John Oliver Hall's 1951 dissertation, A Study of

Acceleration Methods in Basic College Social Science with

the help of Sidney L. Pressey's Educational Acceleration

Appraisals and Basic Problems reviewed the literature on

acceleration through 1950. I have current material on the
University College; but regrettably, interest in acceler-
ation seems to have declined since the early 1950's and so
I have little data on current practices in other schools,
Hal1l0 41 scusses various kinds of "acceleration" in-
cluding early college entrance, lengthening of the school
year, and taking heavier than normal class loads. My
interest, however, is solely with credit by examination, and
I shall confine my use of the term "acceleration"™ to mean
credit by examination with none or with greatly lessened
class attendance and use the phrase "means to early
graduation™ for the other methods discussed by Hall,
Lengthening the school year has become popular since Hall
wrote his dissertation; many schools including the University
of Michigan have adopted the trimester system which squeezes
three semesters into a calendar year. The advanced place-
ment program of the College Boards is a kind of early col-
lege entrance with students taking courses for college
credit in high school. I am not sure to what extent taking
104a11, J. oOliver, A Study of Acceleration Methods in
Basic College Social Science. (East Lansing, Michigan:

Unpublished Ed. D. Dissertation, Michigan State University,
1951), Chapter II,
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heavier-than-normal class loads i1s used as a means to early
graduation, but this 1s unquestionably the favored method
for students who are a few credits shy of graduation in
their senior year. All of these methods, however, share a
technique of merely taking up the slack or making use of
what would ordinarily be free time., (Except possibly the
Advanced Placement Program which does use special exami-
nations), They do not alter the ordinary pattern of credit
by regular attendance in class with grading, instructor
controlled, Credit by examination acceleration does alter
that pattern, however. Hall discusses three Universities
which have made use of acceleration in the past,

Ohio State University allowed credit in Introductory
English for the top 15% on the English Placement Test. The
Department of Chemistry also allowed credit for superior
students in the first year of chemistry. Those students who
were allowed credit in first year of chemistry received the
highest proportion of "A's"™ and "B's" in second year
chemistry.ll

The University of Buffalo developed an examination
program in the early thirties whereby superior students
could obtaln college credit by satisfactory scores on these
examinations, In 1933, one hundred thirty-five students
obtained credit in this manner. Later studies showed that

llPressy, Sidney L., Educational Acceleration:
Appraisals and Basic Problems. (Columbus, Ohio: The

Bureau of Educational Research, Ohio State University,
1949), pp. 60, 63-6l.
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the students suffered no disadvantages compared to the

students who regularly enrolled in the courses.12

ct

12Ha11, op. cit., p. 26.
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The University of Chicago

The school which is most associated with acceleration
is the University of Chicaso. In 1931, the University of
Chica;;o instituted comprehensive examinations as a sub-
stitute for course credit; in 1938, the University sub-
stituted entrance examination scores for high school
grades as the primary basis of admission.l3 Then in 19,3,
the University of Chicago began to use placement tests to
place students in the proper level courses and to grant
credit to those students whose scores were high enough on
the placement tests to allow them not to enroll in the
elementary cour‘snesn.ulr Each student's enrollment at the
University of Chicago was guided by his placement test
scores, and his performance in the courses in which he en-
rolled was measured by his scores on the comprehensive
exaninations given at the end of the term, Students whose
scores on the placement tests were nearly good enough for
credit were given the opportunity to read recommended books
or take special short courses in order to pass the
comprehensive examinations without full course enrollment.l5

Bloom and Allison found that students who take the
comprehensive examinations without course enrollment do
significantly better on the examinations than students who

take the examination on the basis of regular course

131b1d., p. 50.
Wipi4., p. 51.
151p14., p. 52.
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enrollment., Seventy percent of the "special permission"
students received grades of "A" and "B" as compared with
28% of the regular students, and only 3% of the special
permission students received grades of "D" and "F" as com-
pared with 21% of the regular students .o

The University of Chicagzo, then, had an even more ex-
tensive program of independent evaluation than the University
College of Michigan State. Indeed, Chicago's program came
very close to the ideal program which I discuss later in this
paper, Yet Chicago has largely abandoned its extensive pro-
gram of independent evaluation. From all that I have been
able to learn, the departure of President Hutchins brought
about a gradual return to conventional evaluation. In the
spring of 1967, I attempted to visit Dr, Bloom, one of the
chief examiners at the University of Chicago, but he was
gone at the time and I was unable to learn anything further,
I should also mention that the Chicago program provided a
model for the University College and that the University

College was created with the help of consultants from the

University of Chicago.

16Allison, Jane M. and Bloom, Benjamin S., "The
Operation and Evaluation of a College Placement Test
Program,” The Journal of General Education, Vol. IV

(April, 19367’ Do 231‘—




IV. THE STUDY

As was discussed in the preceding section, previous
studies of acceleration have concentrated on deaxonstrating
its efficacy. The focus of this study is the converse of
that purpose. I am interested, among other things, in
trying to explain at least indirectly why acceleration has
not been a far more potent force in American education. To
this end, I explored the attitudes of several groups wiich
are most immediately affected by acceleration. The instru-
ment used to measure these attitudes was a questionnaire
which was concerned with those institutions and practices
which are most immediately relevant to acceleration and

independent evaluation.
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Selection of the Study Populations

There are many concelvable definitions of groups wiiich
one could consider in learning about attitudes tcward inde-
pendent evaluation: students in general, parents of students,
Trustees of MSU, students who attempt waivers, students who
fail walvers, and on and on. However, it seemed to me that
there were three groups which were especially affected by
acceleration, and it was these three groups which I chose
to study.

1. Students who qualify for acceleration. Unlike
waiving, the requirements for attempting accel-
eration are stringent, so that for many students
the pros and cons of acceleration are not immedi-
ately relevant. Yet for students who waive with
special permission, Honors College students, and
students who receive "A's" from the instructor at
midterm in their earlier terms of University
College courses, acceleration is a real alternative
to class attendance for the gaining of credit. I
have not restricted the sample to students who have
actually attempted acceleration, because this would
exclude many students who have qualified for
acceleration but have chosen not to attempt it,
These qualifying but non-attempting students may be
expected to have significantly different attitudes
than those students who actually attempt accel-

eration. The inclusion of students who attempt
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waivers, or even those students wiho successfully
waive but do not waive with special permission,
would include too many students who do not have the
alternative of acceleration, since only a small
percentage of those who attempt waivers are able to
qualify for acceleration (approximately 13 to 17
of waiver attempts are waivers with special
permission).

2. University College Faculty. University College
faculty are affected by independent evaluation and
acceleration, since it provides students with an
alternative means of credit in the courses they
teach, Their inclusion is principally for a
comparison of their attitudes with the acceleration
eligible students., I felt that non-University
College faculty were too peripherally affected by
acceleration to merit their inclusion in the study.

3. Examiners and Office of Evaluation Services
Personnel. Certainly the group which administers
the acceleration program should be included in
the study.

These then were the three groups which were included in the
study. There were several other groups which I considered
including, but I did not include them because of limitations
of time. The one group which I most seriously considered
including, but did not, was that of Chairmen of other

departments at M3U., I was Interested in getting their



L7

feelings on the extent to which they thought University
College courses overlapped with their Department's offerings
and whether or not they thought independent evaluation and

acceleration would work in their Departments.
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Sampling and Interviewing Procedures
1. Acceleration Eligible Students., This was by far
the largest of the three groups and the only group
for whom sampling presented any problem,

The students' sample was drawn by looking through
the University College grade lists for the winter
of 1965 through the spring of 1966 and selecting
those students who had attempted to accelerate a
course or had received a "15" ({'A-plus") for an
instructor grade. This was done on the assumption
that such students had an "A" for a midterm grade
and were thus eligible to accelerate next term's
course, Preference was given to the selection of
students who would be juniors and seniors in
December, 1966, since they would have completed all
the University College courses; likewise, freshmen
were eliminated as not having had enough of the
University College courses, In adaition, names
were taken from the cumulative waiver book main-
tained by the O0ffice of Evaluation Services, Those
names selected were of students who had waived one
or more courses with special permission., The same
time period was used for selection, and once again
preference was given to juniors and seniors, with
freshmen being eliminated., I am reasonably sure
that the time period selected was not atypical, and

since the study was meant to assess current
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attitudes, use of a current time period seems well
justified. Sampling error for the time period pre-
sented a little problem, since my sample amounted to
almost an enumeration. The names thus drawn were
checked against the Student Directory to see if the
students were currently enrolled, since the sample
was confined to these students., This probably
biased the sample against women who married, since
they might have still been enrolled, but listed in
the Directory under another name.

The students thus selected were lIntroduced to the
study by means of a letter (see Appendix B) which
was mimeographed on Office of Evaluation Services
stationery, with the student's name typed in and
the letter hand signed., Approximately 7-10 days
later the questionnaire was sent out with a cover
letter and stamped return envelope., When approxi-
mately two to three weeks had passed, I called all
those students who had not returned the question-
naire and visited those who did not list a telephone
in the Directory.

The response rate was very good; of the 325
questionnaires sent out, 284 were returned (two of
which were uncodable because students merely wrote
a few random comments rather than answered the
questions) and 282 usable questionnaires were ob-

tained for a response rate of 87%.
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In addition to the questionnaires, demographic
information was obtained concerning the students by
getting transcripts from the Registrar's Office and
using the records of the 0ffice of Evaluation Ser-
vices, It might be well to note here that this
demographic information was not obtained for all
students; thus the percentage of missing data is
higher for the demographic items than for the
questionnaire items, All of the demographic infor-
mation about the students is as of January, 1967.
University College Faculty. This population is, of
course, much smaller than the students. Thus,
since the primary focus in the study was student
opinion, the faculty sample is much smaller. Forty
names were drawn from the lists of Assistant Pro-
fessors and above in the 1967 MSU catalogue. In-
structors and Assistant Instructors were eliminated
as being too marginally concerned or too new to the
University College to be included in a sample of
regular faculty members., As with the student sample,
faculty members were reached by an introductory
letter signed by Dr, Warrington and me. The student
questionnaire was used in a slightly modified form
for the faculty interviews., Because of the small
number of respondents, it was decided to personally

interview the faculty members. The respondent was
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given a copy of the interview and chose his re-
sponsges from the alternatives presented., I re-
corded these answers and whatever additional com-
ments the respondent cared to make,

Interviews were conducted with twenty-four of
the forty faculty members in the sample for a re-
sponse rate of 60%, much poorer than the student
response rate, This was not due to any refusals on
the part of faculty members but was the result of
the difficulties of getting in touch with and
arranging appointments with the faculty members,
This probably biased the sample in favor of those
faculty members who had more free time and spent
more time on campus. A few of the faculty members
objected to the close-ended format of the interview;
for these respondents I recorded open-ended re-
sponses. Thelr open-ended responses, however,
added 1little if anything, and, as an impressionistic
finding, this group as a whole seemed more hostile
toward and more poorly informed about the course
wide final and acceleration than the other University
College faculty members.
Office of Evaluation Services Personnel. The selec-
tion and interview procedures for this group were
much more infcrmal than for the other two groups.
Since T worked at Evaluation Services and personally

knew the members of the staff, it was possible to
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talk to them and discuss various aspects of indepen-

dent evaluation in a very open-ended manner rather

than relying on a formal interview, although the

faculty interview was also used with several mem-

bers for their reactions., These discussions with

OES personnel resulted in two kinds of data,

a,

b,

Information about independent evaluaticn,

None of the other respondents offered any-

thing but opinlons and attitudes about inde-

pendent evaluation, Office of Evaluation

Services personnel were able to supply me with

much additional information which I used in

perfecting the interview and incorporated into

various parts of the dissertation.

Attitudes toward independent evaluation from a

group with far different perspectives and be-

liefs than either the faculty or the students.

This difference in perspective can arise from

two sources:

1. Examiners are far better informed about the
course wide final,

2. Examliners, unlike students and faculty, are
committed to the course wide final because

its preparation 1s their vocation.






Development and Content of the Questionnaire

The items for the questionnzire were worked out during
the Fall of 19¢5 and during most of 1966 with the help of Dr.
Warrington, head of Evaluation Services, and other members
of the Office of Evaluation Services staff. Pre-testing was
done during this period through personal interviews with
roughly seventy-five students., Personal interviews were
used in pre-testing to get students' reactions to the con-
struction of the questionnalire and to the form of the
questions as well as to get some idea of how students felt
about independent evaluation. Like those used in the final
questionnalire sample, these students were acceleration
eligible., Since the faculty interview i1s only a slight
modification of the student questionnaire with some
questions deleted, 1t was pre-tested on only eight faculty
members,

Most of the questions employ a closed-end format to
facilitate coding. There were few objections to this, and,
as in the case of the faculty interviews, most of those who
objected tended to dislike the course wide final., The high
level of interest in the study is apparent from the response
rate, and almost all of the students appeared to enjoy the
questionnal re during pre-testing., Initially, there was some
worry that students might have difficulty in understanding
some of the basic mechanics of acceleration,and I included a
brief explanatory note on the waiver and acceleration pro-

gram in the questionnaire, However, most students appeared
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well informed on the basic mechanics of the waiver and ac-

celeration program, although as we shall see, students were

not well informed on the subtler aspect of the relation be-
tween waiving and acceleration and the course wide final.

An outline of the questions included in the question-

naire and the demographic information gathered on the stu-
dents is included at the end of this section. The follow-
ing is a general discussion of each of the five basic
categories into which the questions were placed. This out-
line is not used for the analysis of the data, only where
questions are grouped by their correlations. Further dis-
cussion of each of the items is given in the Question by
Cuestion analysis,

I. Michigan State University. Acceleration does not
occur in most educational institutions; are feelings
toward acceleration and the course wide final re-
lated to feelings toward MSU? I was especlally in-
terested in feelings that MSU was too bureaucratic,
since it is with a special kind of bureaucracy I am
concerned, and presumably attitudes against MSU
bureaucracy would generalize to the course wide
final and acceleration,

II. The Course Wide Final., This is the key to the pro-
gram of independent evaluation and acceleration and
has more items on the questionnaire than any other
Single topic., General attitudes toward the course

wide final are explored, especially as the course
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wide final relates to better students. Knowledge
of the relation between the course wide final and
acceleration 1s also an important part of this
section,
Waiving and Acceleration., Walving and acceleration
are considered as a unit since most acceleration
attempts come from students who waive with special
permission., In addition to overall attitudes toward
walving and acceleration, questions concerning the
purpose of waiving and acceleration are included.
Are the waiver and acceleration programs seen as a
new means of learning or merely as a way to escape
dull courses? Students are asked for their
opinions on the advisabllity of various limitations
on the walver and acceleration programs and are
asked to compare the relative merits of wailving and
acceleration,

Demographic information about the extent to which
students waive and accelerate is also collected.
The term "demographic", along with all other special
terms, 1s explained in the Glossary.
The University College., Many of the questions re-
lating to the Unlversity College are subsumed under
the Course Wide Final and Waiving and Acceleration
sections so this section 1s perhaps deceptively
small, The overall evaluation of the University

College is included, along with two questions
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relating to hypothetical curtsilments of the
University College.

Courses and Grades., This is something of a catch-
all category. GQuestions about the relative merits
of multiple choice and essay examinations are in-
cluded as well as those relating to other attitudes
about courses and grading that may be relevant to
acceleration. Demographic information on the
ability of the students 1s also placed under this
heading., Ordinary measures of ability such as high
school and MSU Grade Point Average were obtained,
and in addition, differential measures of ability
were gathered., The latter involved comparisons of
students!' relative abilities in high school and
college; the idea behind them being that students
who did relatively better in college would be more
favorable toward independent evaluation and

acceleration.
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Outline of the Questionnaire

Key numbers at end refer to analysis number and
interview location or if demographic data, OES
is used to key second number,

I. Michigan State University
A. Is MSU Too Bureaucratic [L-Al
B. Provide Special Freedoms No Smaller Institution
Could Offer G5-A2
C. Overall Evaluation of MSU ¢€-A3

II. The Course Wide Final
A, Attitudes

1.

General attitudes

a. Overall evaluation of course wide final 12-B3

b. Course wide final fairer than ordinary finals?
48-I1a

For better students

a, Course wide finals reward conforming and
penalize creative student? L9-I1lb

b, Abandon for better students in University
College? ©55-I1lh

c. Use course wide finals in honors sections?
41-G5b

Objectivity

a. Course wide finals show how well a student can
do without instructor bias 5ShL-Ilg

b. Under what circumstances is a "Y" grade
justified? 19-D1

c. What does discrejpancy between instructor and
CWF grade signify? ©57-C6

Compared to other grading

a. University College grading versus high school
grading 20-D2

b. Course wide finals versus regular multiple
choice finals 14-B5

c. Course wide finals fairer than ordinary finals?
,8-I1a

Other attitudes

a. Course wide final useful in evaluating
programmed learning 50-Ilc

b. Often bear little relation to material covered
in course 51-I14d

¢c. Course wide finals as means of instructor
evaluation 56=C5

d. Course wide finals make instructor's job
harder 63-I1f

B. Knowledge of the Course Wide Final

1,

Relation of course wide final to acceleration

a, What changes needed for non University College
acceleration 61-Flb

b. Why 1s acceleration confined to the University
College? 65-H)
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What are some uses of a course wide final?

59-DL

Other kinds of course wide final knowledge

a.

Do course wide finals count more or less than
regular finals? 13-B5

C. Other Independent Evaluation Issues
1. Extension of independent evaluation in the
classroom

a.
b.

Ce.

Should weighting of course wide final be
increased or decreased? 17-C3

Can a good instructor leave testing to a
special office? 18-ClL

Should course wide finals be given in all
courses? G2-Ile

2. Non-classroom independent evaluation

al
b.

C.

MSU entrance exams or high school grades

better ability indicator? 23-D6

Standard Bar Exam for all Law School graduates?
L6-H5

College Boards or high school grades better
ability indicator? ULT7-H6

III. Waiving and Acceleration
A, Attitudes
1, Overall liking

3-

a.
b.
c.
d.

€.

Overall evaluation of waiving L3-H1

Overall evaluation of acceleration Ll-H2
Greatest thing that's happened to me in college
25-E2a

Added flexibility to strict course requirements
27-E2¢c

Waiving and acceleration'™ot for me" 29-E2e

Purposes of waiving and acceleration

a.

b.
c.

d.

Useful only as a way out of dull courses
26-E2b

New and valuable way of learning 22-E24
Purpose better served by abandoning the
University College 32-E2h

Work only because University College courses
S0 easy 33-E2i

Would limitations on waiving and acceleration

be
Q.

b.
C.

d.

a good 1dea?

WSP students meet departmental standards for
acceleration 34-F2

ZéOO GPA required for attempting waiver
35-F3

Require an "A" for successful acceleration
36-FY

Require enrollment before acceleration 37-F5

Comparative merits

a.
b.

Waiving or acceleration more important? L5-H3
Waiving and acceleration versus honors
sections 40-GS5

Waiving and acceleration too easy?
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a. Is waiving too easy? 30-E2f

b. Is acceleration too easy? 31-E2g

Miscellaneous attitudes toward waiving and

acceleration

a. Bad feeling toward course enrolled in because
of failed waiver 38-Gl

b. Acceleration — new learning or previous
knowledge? 39=-G2

c. How would you use year of college saved by
acceleration? 63-G3

d. What courses would you waive or comp if you
had a second chance? 6L-GlL

Non University College Acceleration

l.

2.

Attitudes

a. Would widespread comping raise or lower
academic standards? U2-Gb

b. Would you like to see a program set up to
comp non University College courses? 60-F1

Extent

a, How many non Unlversity College courses have
you attempted to accelerate? 62-Flc

Waiving and Acceleration Demographic Information

1.

Walvers

a. Number of waivers attempted 66-0ES

b. Number of waivers failed 67=0ES

c. Number of waivers with special permission
without acceleration attempts 68-0ES

d. Number of walvers with special permission
T7T1-0ES

e. Number of waive only's 7L-0ES

f. Number of waive only's and waivers with
special permission 78-0ES

Other Demographic Information

a. Number of successful accelerations €9-0ES

b, Number of University College courses enrolled
in 70-0ES

¢c. When did you learn about waiving and
acceleration? 2l-Elb

IV, University College

Overall Evaluation 22-D5

Would Students Like More Regular Courses in Place

of University College Courses? 15-Cl

Aztomatic Waiver for Some University College Courses
16-C2

A.
B.

C.

Courses and Grading
A. Examlinations

1.

Essay versus multiple choice as better evaluator
10-B1

2. Essay versus multiple choice personal preference

11-Blb

B. Other Attitudes

1.

Learned most in hardest courses 8-A5
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2. Imnortant to get alonz with teachers for good
grades T-Al

3., Learn more from texts or instructor? 9-A6

L, How important is it to you to get good grades?
21-D3

Measures of Ability

l. Straight measures of ability

a,.
bo
C.
do

High school GPA 58-C7

MSU GPA 72=-08S

University College GPA 76-0ES

College Qualification Test (CQT) scores
79-0ES

2, Differential measures of ability

a.
b,

Other

Comparison of high school GPA and liSU GPA
73-0ES (58 and 72)

Comparison of high school GPA and C(T scores
80-0ES (58 and 79)

Demographic Information

1. Year in college 75-0ES
2. Sex T77=-0ES






V. INTRODUCTION TO THE DATA ANALYSIS

By far the most analysis was performed on the data
gathered from the student questionnaires. The questionnaire
and demographic data were coded on IBM answer sheets which
were transformed into punch cards by the scoring office of
Office of Evaluation Services. (This was itself an amazing
demonstration of the power of automation; it took weeks to
code the questionnaires; they were transformed from IBM
answer sheets to punch cards in only a few minutes.) There
were seventy-seven items so recorded on the punch cards.

For each of these seventy-seven items, frequency distribu-
tions, means and standard deviations were calculated by the
MSU Computer Center, In addition, each item was correlated
with every other item and chi squares were calculated for
certaln of these correlations as detailed below.

To observe Fisher's dictum and to avoid using the same
data to test the hypothesis which suggested the hypothesis,
the sample was divided into two parts — a small cross
validation sample of 80 and the main sample of 202. The
correlations were tested for significance using a two-tailed
test; only those correlations which proved significant for
both samples were used., By using cross validation, the
number of significant correlations expected by chance alone

61



62

was reduced from 300 to 15.1 There were a total of 5,929
correlations calculated.

For correlations in which both of the members con-
stituted an interval scale, as was the case with some of the
demographic data, no further analysis was required. However,
for the attitudinal data and some of the demographic data, a
chi square significance test was run on the correlations
which appeared significant, and only those relations which
proved to have significant chi squares were retained. The
purpose of first running the correlations was to save com-
puter time, Since each chi square requires a full sheet of
printout, 5,929 pages of printout would have resulted if the
non-significant relations had not first been weeded out.

After inspection of the correlations (the term
"correlation™ is used very loosely to cover both the true
correlations and the chi squares) it was possible to
assemble the items into seven groups suggested by their
correlations. These are:

I. Attitudes toward Michigan State University

II. The Course Wide Final and the University College

ITa, Effort and Value

III. The Purpose of Waiving and Acceleration
IV, Wailving and Acceleration
V. Measures of Ability

VI. Walving and Acceleration Demographic

1This analysis was suggested by Dr. Denny.
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To some extent these groups follow the patterns used
for the outline of the questionnaire but in other respects
they depart significantly. I used these categories, rather
than the a priori categories, to simplify the analysis of
the data,

The analysis of the means was much less complicated
than the correlational chi square analysis. Basically, it
involved an inspection and comparison of the means and
frequency distributions for interesting patterns and
anomalies, 1In general, I have preferred to show frequency
distributions rather than means for the attitudinal data.
Means were used for the interval scale demographic data
where they were appropriate.

Means are used, however, in the student-faculty-
examiner comparisons, Since the data for the examiners
and faculty members were so tenuous to begin with, I did
not feel that thils additional violation would do much
further harm, Naturally, this renders all conclusions from
this data tentative or suggestive at best.

Formal significance tests were not used in discussing
the student means, but the graphs and tables which accompany
the discussion of the means seem to me to be more striking
than any statement of significance at the .05 or ,01 level,
For the student data alone the use of frequency distri-
butions obviates the assumption of an interval scale, and
conclusions from the student data alone are on much firmer

ground than the student-faculty-examiner comparisons,
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Since the frequency distributions sugcest no particular
arrangement, I have largely grouped the items as they are
grouped for the correlational analysis., These groupings
are called both groups and clusters, no particular signi-
ficance is meant by the use of one term rather than the
other, and I have used the terms interchangeably. The
student-faculty-examiner comparisons are discussed in their
own separate section,

Almost all of the items are listed in one or more
places in the Data Analysis section, although there were a
few 1tems that did not fit in anywhere, These few items
and all the rest of the items are discussed in the Question
by Question Analysis in the appendix. 1In addition, while a
rather complete description of the items appears in the
Data Analysis section (see accompanying sample item for an
explanation of the terminology used), the most complete
description of each item's individual characteristics is
found in the Question by Question Analysis.

The Data Analysis begins with a table of all the items
in numerical ordeﬁzshowing their means, frequency distri-
butions and correlations, A discussion of the items by
groups follows, and the Analysis is completed by a separate

comparison of the Studemt, Faculty and Examiner means.

2The first item is numbered "four", since the first
three spaces on the punch cards were used for the student's
identification number.



N
.o
~:




65

Item |} Used As A Sample Item To
Explain the Symbols and
Terminology Used

Guestion L4, (This line indicates the question number for

analytic purposes.)

(Al.) (This line indicates the item's location in the

interview or indicates if the item was obtained
from Office of Evaluation Services records in
which case the abbreviation 0&3 is used.)

Many people feel a big institution like M3U is just too
impersonal and bureaucratized. Do you:

86

874

883

89-
90a
91w

(This reproduces the item as it appeared in the
interview or explains the demographic data.)

1. Agree strongly 5.3%

2. Agree 30.1%

3. Neither agree nor disagree 15.6

li. Disagree L40.8%

5. Disagree strongly 7.4%
(The above section presents tne response alter=-
natives with the percentages of students
choosing or fitting into each alternative.)

MD  0.7%

Mean 3,1l

SD 1,11

(The above presents the missing data, the mean,
and the standard deviation for the item.)

Correlations:
(The term "correlation" i1s used although except
for the demographic data, chi squares were used
to establish significance.)

The numbers refer to the other items with which the
given item "correlated" significantly.

Simply reporting the number means the relation was
significant at the .05 level.

One asterisk indicates significance at the .01 level,
Two asterisks indicate significance at the .001 level,
A minus sign indicates an inverse relation.

An "a" indicates the relation is artifactual.

A "w" indicates the relation was in a direction op-
posite to that predicted.



10.

11,

12.

€6
A Numerical Listing of the Items

Feel M3U is too bureaucratic

M 3.14 SD 1.1 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
503 30.1 15.61 LO.8 7.4

Corr: G-t 6=t 15 26 32:w: 33 [;9: 55::

MSU's size provides freedoms

M 1,95 SD 0.82 Agree strongly Lisagree strongly
26,6 57.8 8.9 5.3 1.1

Corr: L= 63:¢ 25 28 50 64

Overall toward MsU

M 1,93 SD .79 Like very much Dislike very much
26,2 58.2 9.2 L.6 0.7

Corr: l-is¢ Gies

Getting along with teachers for good grades
M 2.47 SD .80 Very important Not at all important

805 “—LI-O.’} 3508 909
Corr: 27+% 28 60

Have you learned most in your hardest courses

M 2.37 SD 0.98 Almost always Almost never
19.5 3. 32.6 12.1

Corr: 10ss¢ 113 15 16 17#% 18- 343 l1- 52- 55

Learn more from texts or from instructor
M 2.2L SD 0.83 Texts Instructor
1 2 3 by
17.4, L0.8 31.2 5.0
Corr: 17-

Multiple cholce or essay exams best for evaluating
students
M 2.32 SD 1.19 Essay best Multiple choice best
1 2 3 L 5
29.5 28,7 21.6 11.3 5.3
Corr: 83 1l 1233 16 173 18-t 22- 34 L0 8-t L9
Sl G523t Gly=s#3% 553 57= 59-stst

Which kind of exam do you personally prefer
M 3.56 SD 1.92 Essay Multiple choice
1 5
33‘3 59.6
Corr: 8% 10se% 123 173% 21- 22- 31 32 36 L7w L8-sst [ Qe
Sl## 52-% 53 Sl-## 55wk 70

Univ, Coll. CWF overall evaluation statements
M 3.05 SD 1.19 Guessing games Very good
1 2 3 I 5
10,3 27.7 9.9 L43.6 5.3
Corr: 10%s¢ 113 1l=stst 15 1733 18- 20 22-3% 286~ 30 323
33 393 [0=%s 93¢ 5lstst 52-33% Glj=st 55sse 59t






13.

1.

15.

16,

17.

18.

19.

20.

67

Do UC CWF's count more or less than finals in other courses

M 1.49 SD 0.€L More Same Less
1 2 3
S54.6 35.1 5.0
Corr: 35
Are UC CWF's better than other multiple choice finals
M 2.86 SD 1.08 Much better Much poorer
1 2 3 Iy 5

9.6 25.5 30.9 2l.¢€ 5.7

Corr: 8s% 9= 10% 113 12:% 18-stst 0 L 8-t 93 Sls 52-st
Sl =z

More regular intro courses in place of UC courses
M 2.39 SD 1.04 Yes, more reg. intro. No, not at all

1 2 3 L
2L .1 23.8 31.9 14.9
Corr: L 8 12 1l- 16wt 22-3¢ 313 32303 3333 8- 9 51
55 €4~
Automatic wailver for UC courses for majors
M 1.68 SD 1.05 Excellent Very bad

1 2 3 L 5
58.9 26,6 2.5 8.9 2.5
Corr: B8 10 15#% 22 32 55% €0

Change percentage instructor's grade counts
M 2.21 SD 0.58 Inst. 1005 CWF 100/
1 2 3 b
L.6 62.4 19.5 2.1
Corr: 8% 9= 10% 1l% 123t 18- L0 8=t 93 S5l 5=
Slh-#% 55% 58 59-

A good instructor can leave testing to a special office
M 3.86 SD 1.11 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 L 5
3.5 9.9 11.3 3.3 30.9
Corr: 8- 10=-:: 12- 1l 17=-w%3% L8t 523 Sl

When is a "Y" grade justified
M 1l.43 SD 1,19 [Never or cheating only Other circums.
1 5
87.2 9.9
Corr: G5h=uw

Is high school or UC grading fairer
M 2.91 SD 1.05 HS much fairer UC much fairer
1 2 3 L 5
T.4  22.7 38.3 17.7 €.7
Corr: 12:# 1l=ist 22-34% 28=3 32 333 l- [0 9 5l
Sh# 55% 59=-sx Th-i
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21.

22.

23.

2.

26.

27,

28.

68

How important is it to you to get good grades
M 1.77 SD 1.05 Very important Not at all important
1 2 3 L
31.9 56.4 8.5 1.1

Corr: 1l1l- 723

Overall feellng toward UC
M 3.04 SD 1.06 Like very much Dislike much
1 2 3 b 5
L.6 27.0 31.6 25.5 8.2

Corr: 10- 1l- 12-3 1t 15— 16 26- 283 32— 33=3tst L1

L8se¢ [ 9-s3t Slaedtst 52 G5l 5Gosesr bl

High school grades or MSU entrance exams better measure

college ability

M 1.57 SD 0,56 HS grades better MSU exams better
1 2

33.7 I

Corr: L7-33% 58 60-:%

When did you first learn of waiving and acceleration
M 1.45 SD 0.81 Before entering MSU Later

1 2 3 L
68"‘1‘ 19‘5 607 3-5
Corr: 3G-:x 58 6l 66- T2% 76 79

Waiving and acceleration greatest thing that's happened
to me 1n college
M 2,32 SD 0.79 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 b
13.1 Ll .0 34.8 5.0
Corr: 5 27x% LO- L3 Lbx 62

Walving and acceleration useful only as a way out of
dull courses
M 2.65 SD 0.82 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 L
9.9 23.8 53.9 10.6
Corr: L 22~ 28-:% 313 323 33 38 8- 9w 5l 553

Waiving and acceleration added flexibility to strict
course requirements
M 1.65 SD 0.6l Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3
4L1.1 50.7 5.3 1.1
Corr: Tt 253 28:% 293 [ 3

Waiving and acceleration new and valuable way of learning

M 2.70 SD 0.86 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2
6.4 33.7 38.3 18.4
Corr: ©§ 7 12- 20-3%% 223% 26=-3%3% 27i% 32-3% 33=3 38-: 39
L 48 52% 5L 59 72






29.

300

31.

32.

33.

3)4»0

35.

36.

69

walving and acceleration may be all risht for some but

not for me
M 3.38 3D 0.€1 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 L
0.4 3.5 52.1 12,6
Corr: 27-3% 31 3l €63 70- 71 74 78

Walving is too easy

M 2.73 SD 0.£7 Asree strongly Disazree strongly
1 2 3 L

4.6 22.0 63.8 .l

Corr: 12 31st% 323% 333 3lsess LO L3-3=¢ Ll- 149 55

Acceleration 1s too easy
M 2.29 SD 0,65 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 4
3.5 12.8 66.7 10.6

Corr: 8 11 153 263 29 30%% 32 33w 34 L0

Purpose of waiving and acceleration better served by
abandoning UC
M 2.62 SO 0.90 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3
13.8 21.6 L8.6 13.1
Corr: Lt 123 1lp=33¢ 1533 16 20 22-33% 2633 28-%% 30% 31
33w%% 383 [ 8- |9 5list 52- 55 €)=

Wailving and acceleration work only because UC courses
are so easy
M 2.69 SD 0.76 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 L
7.1 2h.1 57.4 8.9
Corr: L 12 15G:=¢ 203% 22-:t% 263t 28:¢ 30-: 31 323 49
51 52- 553 73%W

Should WSP students have to meet department standards
for acceleration
M L4.06 3D 1.71 Yes No
1 5
22.0 T2.7

Corr: 83 10 29 30 31 66 67 71 74 78

Good idea to set stds., for attempting waivers such as
2.0 GPA
M L.23 SD 1.59 Yes No

1 5
18.8 80.1
Corr: 13 2L=-#: 373+ 52%w 66 74 78 79-

Require an "A" for successful acceleration
M L.65 SD 1.1l Yes No
1 5
8.2- 90.1

Corr: 11 llp=sss¢ 733w
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37.

38.

39.

L0.

L1.

L2.

L3.

L.

70

Require enrollment in one tern of UC course before
acceleration

M L4.70 SD 1.07 Yes No
1 5
7.1 91.5

Corr: 35 Llsw L9-%w 52%W 55-w

Bad feeling toward enrollment from failed waiver
M 2,66 SD 1,98 Yes llo
1 5
53.2 38.3

Corr: 26 28-3: 323 39- L0 U9+ 70

Acceleration new learning or demonstration of previous

knowledge
M 3.61 SD 1.91 New learning Previous knowledge
1 5
29.8 56.4

Corr: 12- 28 36w 38- 5l-s

Honors program versus waiving and acceleration

M 3.18 Sh 2.00 Honors program  Wwalving and accel.
1 5

0.1 L8.6

Corr: 10 17 25- 30 31#% L9 52- 5l-3 553

Should students in honors program take regular CWF
M 3.94 SD 1.76 Yes No
1 5
2.9 70.3

Corr: 8- 223% 37%w U8:tt 52s%% Slist 55-st% 59 &l

What effect would widespread comping have on acad, stds,
M 2.69 SD 1,05 Definitely raise Definitely lower
1 2 3 L 5
8.5 uOol ZLI-QB 170‘]4 503
Corr: L3 Ll 603 6l- €5

Wailver program overall evaluation

M 1,66 SD 0.78 Very favorable Very unfavorable
1 2 3 L 5

hh.3  45.0 L.3 3.3 0.7

Corr: 25 27#% 30-:=% L2 Ll 60 78-

Acceleration program overall evaluation
M 1.74 SD 0.79 Very favorable Very unfavorable
1 2 3 b 5
40.8 45.0 - L.3 3.2 0.7
Corr: 20- 28 30- 36-s:# L2 L3¢ 5- 603 68



71

L5. Which is more important — waiving or accelcration
M 2,14 SD 0.89 waiving definitely Acceleration def,
1 2 3 L
23.8 - uo 8 23.1 7.4
Corr: LlL- 51 52-% 55 66- 683 703 71~ 78-

L6, Use bar exam as basis for qualifying every lawyer

M 1l.52 SD 1.33 Yes No
1 5
79.2 11.6
Corrs 25
L7. College Boards versus high school grades as admission
criteria
M 2.49 SD 0.81 College Boards best  HS grades best
1 2 3 L
9.6 34.0 397 7.4

Corr: 1llw 23-:= 51w 77

4,8. CWF's fairer than ordinary finals
M 2.49 SD 0,77 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 L
€.7 3.3 38.7 7.8
Corr: 10=:st 1l=stse 12-3¢ lu** 15-3 17-3=+ 18 20-3 22
26- 28 32-x Ll uy- ¢ Bl-stsr 5233 Slpsess 55—
574 59 77

;9. CWF's reward conforming and penalize creative student
M 2.19 SD 0.73 Agree strongly Disagree strongly

1 3
15.2 SO.LL 2(9.8 2.
Corr: L 10 1lstse 12:a% lu- 15 17 20 22=:3 26** 30 32
33 37-w 38 LO L8=-sx 51l% S2-3% Sl-s 55 ¢ 59=i €7-

50, CWF's help evaluate innovations programmed learning
M 2.22 SD 0,58 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3
3‘5 6707 lg.h 3.2

\n

Corr: 5 59 80

51, CWF's bear little relation to material in course
M 2.68 SD 0.76 Agree strongly Disagree strongly

1 2 3 b

6.l 26,2 53.9 9 6
COI"I': loc\ 11 “:' 12:\:\ lu-\x‘ 15 17- 20 3¢ 22"'1“::' 3 St
33 39-s U5 LTw LB-i [9s 52-st Sl-sex % 58% 70

52. CWF's should be given in all courses
M 3,11 SD 0.87 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3
2.8 20.9 3.4 38.3
Corr: 8- 10-3% 1ll-s 12-33% llhsew 17— 18w 22 28k 32=
33= 35-w 373w uo- L1 5=t L8sese [9-sesr Slasese slpsest
55=tit 573 59w TT7%
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S4.

55.

5é.

57.

58.

59.

72

CWF's make an instructor's job harder
M 2.73 SD 0.77 Agree strongly Uisagree strongly
1 2 3 Iy
L.6 30.1 bye3 13.0

Corr: 11

CWF's fight instructor bias
M 2.28 SD 0.74  Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3
9.9 55.0 26.2 5.7
Corr: 10-d# 1l-s4 12-:es luc 17 -3¢ 18 3 20- 22 28 l0-=
L1 Bsesr Q-3¢ 5l-sst 523 55—z % 58- 59-

CWF's should be abandoned for better students
M 2.43 SD 0.89 Agree strongly Disagree strongly
1 2 3 b
16,2 28.0 LO.L 8.5
Corr: L 8 10%* 11** 1233 1&-"* 15 163 17+ 19 W 204
22-%it 2635 30 32w 33 37-w 140 ul- ¢ 45 LB8-s
LG Sl 52-~« Sl =3 5 -3 6l-

What 1s best means of evaluation of instructors
M L4.30 SD 1.26 CWF only CWF and other  Other only

1 3
6.4 19.5 T2.4
Corr: L8

What does wide discrepancy between CWF and instructor
grade mean
M 2.77 SD 1.06 Instructor error CWF error
1 2 3 b 5
11.0 22.7 41.5 9.6 M
Corr: 10« [8: 523 Sl 65 Tlw

HS GPA
M 2.70 SD 1.95 }0-38 379-36 359-34 339-32 319-30
1 2 3 i 5
36.9 1.2 11.7 11.0 an
299-28 279=26 259-2, 2.39 and below
6 7 8 9
2.8 2 1 0.4

Corr: 17 23 2L3=¢ 51 5% éu 65= TOss+ Tlesr 72: T3-i¢a
633 7= 793¢ B80=-%

Advantages to CWF
M 4.03 SD 1.02 Strong No advantages
1 2 3 L 5
2.1 5.0 16 38. 3 379
Corr: 10-:=¢ 12-: 1uc 17- 20=-3 zﬂ L1 L8 L 9= 50 523
Slyss 55-u% €1% 63%
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61.

62.

63.

6L.

65.

66,

67.

73

Would you like to see non University College acceleration

M 1.4 SD 1.27 Yes No
1 5
86.9 11.0

Corr: 7 163 23=-3% L2 L3 Ll

what changes would be needed
M L.27 SD 1.21  Need CWF Bad or nothing
1 2 3 4 5
4.6 6.0 8.5 1.2 6lp.2
Corr: 593 633% 65:%3%

Number of non University College courses accelerated
M 0,08 SD 0.35 None One Two Three

89.7 .3 1.8 0
Corr: 25

What would you do with year saved by acceleration
M 2.45 SD 0,80 Excellent use Poor use

1 2 3 L
12.8 30.5 51.1 3.5
Corr: 59% 613 653

UC courses not enroll in if given second chance

M 1.71 SD 1.96 0 1 2 3 L 5
33.3 20.6 16.0 14.9 L3 l.hL
6 7 8+

2.8 0.7 3.2
Corr: 5 15- 2l 32- Ll [2- 55- 58 72:% 76

Why 1s acceleration confined to University College
M 3.73 SD 1,09 Because of CWF Nothing

1 2 3 L 5
L.6 N 4.9 L6.5 20.9
Corr: L2 57 61w 63

Number of waivers attempted

M 3.41 SD 2.13 0 1 2 3 L 5
6.7 10.6 17.7 11.3 10.3 1.5
6 7 8+

9.6 3.2 3.2
Corr: 2li= 293% 3l 35 L5- 67:ta 68:tita TO=-ira Tliwta Tltsta
78s%a 79-%% 80-

Number of waivers failed

M 0.43 SD 0,84 0 1 2 3 L 5
62.1 1.2 6.l 2.8 0.7 0

Corr: 3l L9- 6bstta 72 T3% Tbisx 79



68.

69.

70,

71.

T2

Number
M 0.63
Corr:

Number

M 1.18

Corr:

Number

M 3.41

Corr:

Number
M 1.77

Corr:

Th

of WSP's not chosen to attenict acceleration

s 1.17 0 1 2 3 I
54.3 19,1 5.7 3.2 2.1
6 7 8+
u 0. u 0
uu uS- 58 66sra 69-ra TO-3%a Tliica T2-:%
XYY 79- 80-

of successful accelerations
SD 1,67 0 1 2 3 L
29.4 30.1 16,3 5.0 2.8

6 7
O.L‘- O
bbsesza 68-3tta 70-3ta Tlieta 76-3ta T8i:a

of University College courses enrolled in

SD 1,67 0 1-2 3= 5-6 7-2
1 2 3 I
2.8 6.4 16.3 11.7 19.5%
11-12
6

5
0.7

73- T6-
5

2.5

9-10
5
1€.3

11 29 38 u5 51 55 583t fb=stta 68-3 2 69-&*&

Tl-sesca 724 73 Th=a /6 g T8=sca 79w

of WSP's with and without acceleration

SD 2,14 0 1 2 3 N
11,7  34.0 20.2 7.1 7.1
6 7 8+
1.1 0.7

29 34 L45- 57 58-3 6b6sca €9itta 70- wa T2-3% 7
784¢a 79-%3% 80-

MSU GPA Overall

M L.37

Corr:

SD 2.1, u.oi3.8 3.79-3.6  3.59-3.4

2 3
7.8 9.6 12.68
3.39-3.2 3.19-3.0 2.99-2.8
Ly 5 6
15.6 11,3 13.1
2. 79 2.6 2. 59 2. 2.39 and
9
6 u 2. 5 o3

213 2l 28 58t 6L 67 68-3 TOsst Tl-3 T3ia
T6esea T Oiese

5

3.9
6 =33
below

n
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L

75.

76.

7.

78.

75

HS-MSU GPA difference score

M 6.,4,0 SD 1.98 +l} or more  +3 +2 +1 ¢
1 2 3 L 5
1 means higher Coll. 1.8 0.7 3.2 3.2 1.5
grades
9 means higher HS -1 -2 -3 -l
grades 6 7 8 9
12.8 17.0 9.9 13,5
Corr: 33: 363 58-%a 68~ 70 T2:w%a Tba 77 803::a
Number of University College courses waived only
M 1.36 SD 1.51 0 1 2 3 n 5
30.5 22.3 1.9 Telt 7.1 2.5
6 7 8 or more
0.L 0.0 0.
Corr: 20-#% 29 3l 35 6bbsta 70-%a 72 75a 78xwka 79-:
Year in college
M 3.26 SD 0,76 Frosh Soph Junior Senior Grad
1 2 3 b 5
0 13.8 L0.8 36,5 1,8
Corr: Tha
UC GPA
M 2,90 sSD 1.94 u.013.8 3.?953.6 3.59-3.4
3
2ol 14.9 14.9
3039"302 3.19;300 209952.8
12,1 6.4 1.4
2.79=-2.6 2.59=2.4 2.39 and below
7 8 9
2.5 1.8 1.4
Corr: 2l 58u% 6l 68~ 69-sta 7O 7Tl-w T2:¢a T3%a 78-
79363 803
Sex
M 2.L46 SD 1.93 Male Femgle
1
62.0 35.8
Corr: L7 L8 52:% 58-:: 73 80
Number of waives and WSP's
M 2.91 SD 2.02 0 1 2 3 L S
8.2 1.5 16.7 14.5 9.9 11.7
€ 7 8 or more
6. 2.8 1.1

Corr:

0
29+% 3L 35 L3- L5- 66
76- 79=:3 80-

sesta 693mta 70-swka Tliesta Tlhseta
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79. Percentile ranking on CQT

80,

M 3.99 SD 2,67 99 98-9€¢  95-93  92-90  09-86
1 2 3 L 5
4.9 22.0 13.1 6.l 9.6
85-31 80-76 75=70 69 and below
6 7 8 9
5.0 6.0 2.8 11.0
Corr: 2=t 35- 583 €6=33t 67 68—t T Tl-sexr 7233
Th=% 763t 73=-3%3% B0%%a
CQT-HS diff, score
M 5,91 SD 2.32 +li or more +3 +2 +1 0
1 2 3 Ly 5
3.2 1.8 L.3 Tl 4.9
-1 -2 -3 -ly or more
6 7 9
18.1 9.6 5.3 17.0
Corr: 50 58-%a 66= 68- 70+ T1l- 73w%a 763 77 78~ 79:xa






VI. GROUP I: ATTITUDES TOWARD
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVZRSITY

Group I. Correlational Analysis
The three questions asking for attitudes about MSU
were all inter-related.

question lj. Many people feel a big institution like M3U is

(Al,) just too impersonal and bureaucratized. Do you:

1. Agree strongly 5.3/

2. Agree 30.1%

3. Neither agree nor disagree 15.€,

Ly, Disagree 40.8,

S. Disagree strongly T Lo

MD 0.7%

Mean 3.14

SD 1.11

15 26 32:: 33 L9 55

Correlations: G5=3ti b=t

Guestion 5. Others feel MSU's very size provides freedoms

(A2.) no smaller institution could offer. Do you:

1. Agree strongly 26674

2. Agree 5%.8%

3. Nelther agree nor disagree .95

L. Disagree Se30

5. Disagree strongly 1.15

MD 0.L7%

vean 1.95

SD 0.82

Correlations: lL-: 6::3¢ 25 28 50 64

77
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Question 6. What is your overall feeling toward 1M3U?
1, I like it very much 26,27
2. I like it 58.2%
3, I'm indifferent toward it 9,24
. I dislike it Iy €%
5. I dislike it very much 0.7/
MD 1,17
Mean 1.93
SD 0.79
Correlations: [lp=:+ Giest

Questions L4, 5, and 6 were all related at the .COl
level, as might be expected, since all three asked for at-
titudes about the value of NK3U., Indeed, Question 6 had no
other correlates save Questions l and 5.

Question I} was able to relate better to questions con-
cerned with waiving and acceleration and the course wide
final than were the other two questions. Question |} related
to three questions which were concerned with the issue of
whether or not walving and acceleration were merely a means
of escape from University College courses, and whether
curtailment of the University College might not better serve
the purposes of waiving and acceleration (Q's 15, 26, 32,
33). Feeling that M3U was too bureaucratized was also
related to feeling that the course wide final was ill-suited
for better students (Q's 49, 55).

Agreeing that MSU's size provided freedoms no smaller
gschool could offer was related to two questions suggesting
very positive benefits of the waiver and acceleration
program (Q's 25, 28), to the use of course wide finals in

programmed learning (Q 50), and to not wishing to waive or
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comp more courses (QéLL).1 As mentioned before, Guestion 6's
only correlates were Questions L and 5.

All of this suggests that attitudes toward .3U are
relatively independent of attitudes toward the course wide
final and waiving and acceleration, The only possible ex-
ception here is the feeling tnat MSU is too bureaucratic
(@ L4).

This interpretation is supported by the means for these
questions; almost everyone felt MSU provided freedoms no
smaller institution could offer and almost everyone liked
MSU., In contrast, the means for the University College and
the course wlde final showed far more mixed emotions.

Attendance at MSU 1is voluntary, and I should think
that successful students who were very unhappy there would
not have attended all the way to their Jjunior and scnior
years., The University College 1s, of course, not voluntary,
so that 1t is quite posgsible to like MSU and dislike the

University College.

l1n regard to Question 6l,, see Chapter XI, "The Second
Chance Question",
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Group I. Analysis of Means and
Frequency DUistributions

By far the most unfavorable feeling toward M3U was
registered in Question l; 35.4% felt that MSU was too
bureaucratized and impersonal, whereas only 6.,% felt that
MSU's size did not provide freedoms no gmaller institution
could offer (Q 5), and only 5.37 disliked MSU overall.
These differences among the three questions in percentages
expressing negative opinions toward M3SU are shown in
Graph Ia,

The most striking comparison in differences in at-
titudes 1s shown in the comparison between the overall
evaluation of M3U (Q 6) and the overall evaluation of the
University College (Q 22) from Group II. Overlap Graph Ib
shows that nearly half of the students like MSU and are at
the same time indifferent toward or dislike the University
Collegel This dislike for the University College is a
finding which pervades all the research, and, in connection
with other findings, has profound implications for the
future of waiving and acceleration.,

Finally, we note that the course wide final occupies a
position intermediate in evaluation between the opinions
toward M3U and the University College. However, Graph Ic
shows that the course wide final is much closer to the
University College than to MSU 1n the opinions of the

respondents.
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Graoh JIa. A comparison of the percentages of students

expressing dislike of various aspects of NMSU.
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Graph Ib. Overlap Graph showing L9.7,5 of the students like
MSU and are indifferent toward or dislike the
University College.
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Graph Ic., A comparison of the percentages of students
liking MSU, the Course Wide Final and the

University College overall.
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VIT. GROU? TII: THZ COURST WIDE
AND THE UWIVERSITY COLLAEZE

Group II. Correlational Analysis: The
Basic Ten Items of Group II

Group II had far nore items than any other grou>., The
following ten questions were all intercorrelated:

Guestion 10. Do you think essay or miltiple choice exams do

(Bl.) the best job of evaluating students?

1. Essay exams do much better 2945/

2. Essay exams do somewhat better 2647 m

3. They do about the same 2l.6,

L. Multiple choice exams do somewhat 11.3,
better

5. Multiole choice exams do much 5.3
better

MD 3.5%

Mean 2,32

SD 1.19

Correlations: 8::¢ 11:¢ 12%* 16 173 18- 22-
3l uO AS— ¢ 93 5l 52aswst
Slp=sest 553 57 5=t

Question 11, Which kind of exam do you personally prefer?

(Blb,)
1. Essay 33, 37
5. Multiple clhioice 59.6/%
MD  7.1%
Mean 3.56
sSD 1,92
Correlations: 83 103+ 12:: 173 21- 22- 31 32
36 L7w lpTesesr 9 5l §52-3 53
Slp=sesz 553 70
Question 12, Please check the statement which best describes
(B3.) your views of University College course wide

final examinations.
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Question 22.
(D5.)

Question L8,
(Ila.)

86

They are guessing gam=s which
reveal little or nothing of

the student's knowledge of the
course.

They are rather poor exams and
are not very indicative of the
subject matter of the course.
They are all right I guess. I
have no opinion about them.
They are good exarninations; in
general tney do a pretty fair
job of measuring a student's
knowledgze of the subject

matter of the course,

They are very good examinations
which do an excellent job of
measuring a student's knowledge
of the course,

MD  3.2%
Mean 3.05
sSD 1.19
Correlations: 10:s: 11se: 1=t 15 17:%3%

Wnhat is your overall feeling toward
University College?

1.
2.
3.
u.
5.

MD

I like it very much L.6
I like it 27.0
I'm indifferent toward it 31.6
I dislike it 25.5
I dislike it very much 8.2

3.2%

Mean 3,04

SD

1.06

PR RN

13.

3

27.75

9.9/
li3.¢60

the

18-

i 22-% 20- 30 32:% 33 39%
303t 3030 Glatie 52-seit Glp-ses

Correlations: 10- 11- 12-3 1lst3r 15— 16
20=33t 26~ 283 323 33-ii
L1 L8sss¢ Q-+ 51l-stt 52 Sl

Course wide finals

553 €l

grading than ordinary finals.

10
2.
3-
L.

Agree strongly 6.7%
Agree 3.3
Disagree 38.7,
Disagree strongly 7.0,

provide a fairer means of






Question 19.

(Ilb,)

Question 51,

(114.)

Question
(Ile.)

52.

87

MD 3.6,
ean 2.L9
SO 0.77

et 12-wt 1lsese 15-3

20=-3% 22:% 26- 28
st L lsese 9= G 52t

Slhstse S5astss 56 573 G 77

Course wide finals reward the conforming and
venalize the creative student.

Correlations:

1. Azree strongly 15, 2)

2. Arree 50,1

3. Disagree 29.v,

L. Disarree stronsly 2.57

¥MD 2,25

Mean 2.19

SD 0.73

Correlationss: 3¢ 103t 1lse s 1= 15 17
20 22-:e% : 30 323 33 37-w
38 0 L8-: 513 52-ws sSh-
553%% 593

Course wide finals often bear little relation
to the material covered in the course.

1. Agree strongly 6.4
2. Agree 26.2%
3. Disagree 53.9@

L. Disagree strongly 9.6/

MD 3.5%
Mean 2.68
SD 0,76
Correlations: 10* 11%y 1283 -3 15 17-%
¢ 22-it 26 323 33 39—
Z‘I'S L{.?W LL8" i ng* 52-'?("3(’ Su-.;(..x.
55 70

Course wide finals should be given in all
courses at MSU which haie sufficient
enrollment for them,

. Agree strongly 2.8
. Agree 20, 9~
. bisaﬁree 3. hp
. Disagree strongly 38.3,

Fw



Question S,

(Ilz.)

Question 55,

88

MD 3.6/
Mean 3.11
SD  0.87
Correlationg: 8- 10-:+ 1l-: 12-:=: Llsese 17—
1333 22 28 32- 33 3h%wW 37w
uo ul u>- u ua- e 51lesesr
55- 57: 2 77

Course wide finals do a good job of letting
the student see how well he can do without
instructor bias.

1. Agree strongly 9.
2. Agree 55.
3. Disagree 26.
L. Disagree strongly 5,

MD 3.2

Mean 2.28

SD 0.7L

Correlations: 10-dt: 1le=dest 12asese 13t
1833 20- 22 23 L0=-:x
B9=s Sleswir 52: 55=u
58- 59--

Course wide finals should be abandoned for
better students in the University College.

1. Agree strongly 16. 3ﬂ
2. Agree 280y
3. Disagree Lol

L. Disagree strongly 8.5%

MDD 6.l
Mean 2.43
SD  0.89
Correlations: u 8 10s64 11sest 1233+ 1&-*% 15
¢ 173 193 W 20% 22-33 263k
30 32 B 33 ¢ 37-w 1O h1~** 45
L8-: 3 3 st Sl =t




Other Members of Group II

The following two questions were not correlated with

each other but were correlated with all but one or two of

the preceding ten items.,

Question 1l.
(B5.)

Question 17.
(C3.)

In comparison with multiple choice final exams
in other courses would you say University
College course wide final examinations were:

1. Much better 9.6%
2. Better 25.57
3. About the same 30.9%
L. Poorer 21.65
5. Much poorer 5.7
MD 6.8%

Mean 2,86

SD 1.08

Correlations: 12-#%% 15- 18 20-s 22 32 LS8

1,9 Slse: 52:es¢ Slss 553t 593t

(Q 1 correlated with all of
basic ten except Q's 10 and 11
which might be expected since
Q 1l controls for preference
between multisle choice and
essay exams)

At present, the instructor's grade counts onc-
half in determining the grade a student
receives in a University College course. If
this proportion were changed, how much and in
what direction should it be changed?

1. Instructor's grade should count Le6,s
100% _

2. Instructor's grade should count 62.0,.
more than 509 but less than 1007

3. Instructor's grade should count 19.55
less than 500 but still count some

li. Course wide final grade should 2.15
count 100%

MD 11,47

Mean 2.21

SD 0.58

Correlations: 8ix 9= 103 1lsx 123 18- [0
[8=stse 93 Slst 52-is Slp-itse 55
58 59-
(@ 17 correlated with all but
Q 22)
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The next two guestions correlated with seven of tue
ten basic items; they also intercorrelated.
Question 20. In general would you say your high school's
(D2.) grading is fairer or less fair than University

College grading?

1. Hish school gradin; is much fairer  7.4,0

2. High school grading is somewhat 22,75
fairer

3. Each is atous equally fair 38.3.0

ll. University College grading is 17.75
somewhat fairer

5. University College grading is rmuch 6.7,
fairer

MD  7.1%

Mean 2.91

SD 1.05

Correlations: 12:¢ L=t 22-3% 2”-*% 32 33%
%ﬁ-'uS-% L9 Sl Sli= 553% 59asin

(¢ 20 correlated with all of
the basic ten save ¢'s 11,
22, and 51)

Question 59, Do you see any advanta _es to a course wide
(Cly & Dhb,) multiple choice final examination other than
savings in instructor time?

1. Yes (If yes) Please list advantages.
5. No

Question 59 was coded on a five point scale
according to the quality of the advantages the
student listed. Examples of responses are
given in the (uestion by GQuestion Analysis.

1. Strong advantages 2.1
2. Good advantages 5.0
3. Fair advantages 16.0%
L. Weak advantages 38.37
5. No advantages or "No" to DI} 37.9%

MD  0.7%

Mean L.03

SD 1,02

Correlations: 10-i 12-3 1lses: 17- 20-3 28 L1
L83t [j Q=3 5O 523 Slsee L5 asww

(@ 59 correlated with all of the
basic ten save @'s 10, 11,
and 52)
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The final three questions in reg:lar Gro.p II showed

five or more correlates witn the basic

ten items in Group II

and in most cases had other Group II correlates as well,

Question 18,
(ch.)

Question 0.
(G5.)

Question L1.
(G5b.)

"A good instructor can sicply try to help his
students learn and leave the testing to a

special office." Do you:

1. Agree strongly 3.55
2. Agree 9.9
3. Neither agree nor disagree 11.3,
L. Disagree 43,37
5. Disagree strongly 30.9,5
MD 1.1%

Mean 3.86

SD 1.11

8- 10-3: 12- 1l 17-s [ B
G2:et Sl

The ATL Department has offered an extensive
honors program as an alternative to waiving
and acceleration for better students. Do you
think this should be encouraged in other
Departments and waiving and acceleration dis-
couraged?

Correlations:

1,0.1%
L8.6%

MD 11.4%
Mean 3.18
SD 2.00
Correlations:

1, Yes
5. No

10 17 25- 30 31x 38 49 52-
Slp=st 553

Do you think that students in this Hlonors
Program should cover similar materials and
take the regular course wide final for ATL?

2497
70.3%

1. Yes
5. No

MD  5.,0%
Mean 3.9
SD 1,76
Correlationg: 8- 223% 373w 8% 5233 Slst 553
59 6l
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Group II. Discussion of Correlstions
Group II is basically composed of items expressing
attitudes toward the Course Wide Final, Seven of the ten
basic correlates and four of the seven other correlates are
course wide final items., Nonetheless, there were several
other items which showed surprisingly strong relations to
Cluster II, The two items concerned with the relative
merits of multiple choice and essay tests (Q 10, Q 11) and
the overall evaluation of the University College (Q 22)
were included in the basic ten. The incluslon of these
items is especially interesting since overall evaluations
toward waiving (Q L3) and acceleration (Q Llj) were not re-
lated to any of the items in Cluster II. Clearly, the
course wide final is seen as a multiple cholce exam which
is part of the University College. The course wide final
1s not seen as something which makes waiving and accele-
ration possible, The correlational data is here supported
by the mean findings; Question 65 which asked why accele-
ration was confined to the University College received
adequate answers from only 12% of the respondents. Other
questions concerned with this same issue received equally
dismal answers. (See Groups III, VI, IV)
There were two questions which were concerned with
the issue of extending classroom independent evaluation
beyond the University College; both related well to Cluster
7, I tem 52, which asked whether course wide finals should

begﬁi"fell in all courseg at MSU which have sufficient
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enrollment for them, was one of the basic ten of Cluster
II. Question 18, which asked if a good instructor could
simply help his students learn, did not have so many
correlates as Question 52, and was not in the basic ten, but
had all of its correlates in Cluster II. In contrast to
the success of Questions 52 and 18, questions which were
concerned with independent evaluation outside the classroom
utterly failed to relate to Cluster II. Question 23 which
asked for a comparison of the relative merits of high
school grades and MSU entrance exams as predictors of
college ability had no correlates in Cluster II, nor did
Question L6 which was concerned with the advisability of a
standard bar exam for admitting lawyers to practice.
Question Ij7 which asked whether a boy with high College
Board scores or a boy with high high school grades should
be admitted to college related to two questions in Cluster
IT, but in the wrong direction! Preferring College Boards
as entrance criteria was associated with preferring essay
exams over multiple choice exams (Q 11) and seeing course
wide finals as bearing little relation to the material
covered in the course.t Respondents then do not see a
connection between independent evaluation inside and out-
side the classroom, This is discussed in the Mean Section
of this group. While the overall evaluations of waiving

and acceleration failed to relate to Group II, questions

See special correlation discussion following this
St L O o

i
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concerning the purpose of waiving and acceleration or con-
taining implicit evaluations of the University College re-
lated very well to Group II. These questions are discussed
in Group III.

Neither the ability demographic measures of Group V
nor the waiving and acceleration demographic measures of
Group VI managed very many correlations with Group II. 1In
general, nelther a student's grade point average nor the
number of courses he walved or accelerated related to his
feelings toward Group II. Question 70, the number of
University College courses enrolled in, was an exception
which did manage three Group II correlations., In all
these Question 70 correlations, enrollment in more Univer-
sity College courses increased favorability toward the
course wide final. Question 6l, which asked if the student
would walve or accelerate more courses if given a second
chance, had a few Group II correlates, and, analogously
with Question 70, not wishing to waive or accelerate more
courses increased favorabllity toward the course wide
final, Question 70 is a member of Group VI, and Question
6l 1s discussed more fully in Group V.

In all these cases we see the close link between the
University College and the course wide final in the students!
minds and the simultaneous lack of relation between the

course wide finsl and walving and acceleration,
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Group II Chart

22 10 11 12 48 49 51 52 54 55 P4 17 20 59 18 40 41 57 32 8 15 16
10
22 15 X X X X X X xXx X xfx X x x X X
10
10 x o ¥ ¥ X X X X x X x X X X x X X
1 10
1l x x 12 X X X X x X X x X X
10
12 x x x 7 X X X X X XJx X X X X x X
48 x x x x ig x x x x xfx x x x x X X x X
49 x x x x x %2 X x x xfx x x x X b'e b'e
51 x x X X X X %2 x x xfx x x X X
52 x x X X X X X %8 x xfx X X X X X X X X X
54 x x x x x X X X ig xfx x x X X X X X
5 x x X X X X X X X 10 X x x X x X X X X
12
14 x X X X X X X X 18 X X X x X
3
17 X X X X X X X X X 12 X X x
20 x X X X X X X X 13 b'd b4
7
59 x X X X X X X X x 10 x
18 x x X X X X X g x
40 x b'd X X X x 2
L x x X X x X 3 X
57 b'd x X x ﬁ
32 x X X X X X X b S ¢ X § X X
12
8 X x X x b'd X x g X
1 6
5 x X X X X X x X X,5 X
16 3
x x b'e x x x
22 10 11 12 48 49 51 52 54 55 14 17 20 59 18 40 41 57 32 8 15 16

Upper number is number of correlates with basic 10
Lower number is total number of Group II correlates
X significant at .05 level or more

Heavy line indicates "Basic 10" qusdrant
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The Super Item

Question 55, which asked for agreement or disagree-
ment with the statement, "Course wide finals should be
abandoned for better students in the University College"
had twenty-eight correlates which was the most of any item.
Why the success of Question 55°?

First, of course, because 1t was concerned directly
with the course wide final and so belonged to the largest
single category in the questionnaire, It also tapped a
most important attitude toward the course wide final, that
the course wide final is somehow beneath the dignity of
the better student. I had originally thousht that Question
55 would have a rather skewed distribution with most stu-
dents disagreeing with it. It is, after all, a very strong
statement of disapproval toward the course wide final, In-
stead, we find very close to an even split with L% agree-
ing, L4L9% disagreeing, and 6% missing data, and note that
the "strongly agree's" outnumber the "strongly disagree's"
by two to one, 16% to 8%. Given that nearly half the
gample agrees with this condemnation of independent evalu-
ation in the classroom, nany of the other anomalies in the
results become explicable., Here are students, selected
because they have had an opportunity to gain credits in
the pleasantest, easlest way imaginable, and yet nearly half
of them favor the abandonment of the device that has made
this opportunity possible! Clearly, a realization of the

benefits of independent evaluation for the superior student
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is not reaching the very students it benefits. And the
importance of this failure to reach these students 1s shown
by the twenty-eight correlations for Questlion 55. Agree-
ment with Question 55 is related to everything from feeling
M3SU 1s too bureaucratic (Q L) to wishing to substitute
other courses for University College courses (Q 15). A
correlation does not tell us which is cause and which is
effect but it nonetheless seems clear that better students
will not develop a true appreciation of what the University
College has to offer until they appreciate the special kind

of examinations that it offers,
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Question 37 and Wrong Way Correlations

GQuestion 37, Should a student be required to enroll in at
(F5.) least one term of a University College course
before comping any University College courses?

1. Yes 7.12
5. No 91.5,5

MD  1.5%
Mean L.70
3D 1,07

Correlations: 35 Llsw L 9-%w 52%w 55-w

Question 37 has an extremely skewed distribution which
tends to produce anomalous results, but there is a con-
sistency to the anomalies produced by this question which
makes 1t something more than a chance occurrence, 1 ex-
pected that limitations on acceleration would be opposed by
those who are favorable to the course wide final exami-
nation., But what are Question 37's relations?

We find that feeling that a student should be re-

guired to enroll in at least one University College course
before acceleration is assoclated with feeling that honors
students should take the course wide final (Q L41), that
course wide finals do not reward the conforming and penalize
the creative student (Q 49), that course wide finals should
be given in all courses at MSU (Q 52), and that course wide
finals should not be abandoned for better students in the
University College (Q 55). What is the explanation of
these incongruous findings? How is 1t that students who
favor a restriction on the exercise of independent evalu-
ation through acceleration are more likely to favor

Selected aspects of the course wide final?
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The answer seems to lie in the general finding which
permeates thls research, The course wide final is seen as
linked to the University College and not to waiving and
acceleration, Question 37 is apparently a kind of back-
handed measure of liking for the University College, with
those students who favor enrollment before acceleration
somewhat more favorable to the University College, 1In
addition, because the relationship between the course wide
final and the University College completely overpowers any
relation between the course wide final and waiving and
acceleration, we have the anomalous set of findings above,
Guestions 19, 35, and L7 also had similar wrong way
correlations which are discussed in the Question by Cuestion

Analysis,
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Grouw II. Analysis of ieans ard
Frequcney vistributions

In addition to the questions previously discussea in

the correlation section, the following questions are included

in the discussion of means and frequency distributions for

Group II.

Question 13.
(B4.)

question 23.
(DE.)

Question 35.
(F3.)

Do you think University CTollege course wide
final examinations count more or less than
final examinations in other courses in
determining a student's grade?

1., UC finals count more [T
2. UC finals count about the same 35.1%
3. UC finals count less 5.0
MD 5.4/

Mean 1.49

3D 0.6

Correlation: 35

Do you feel your hiszh school grades or your
scores on the entrance examination that you
took when you entered M3U provided the better
measure of your ability in college?

1. HS grades provided better measure 33.7;
2. M3U scores provided better measure Uli.l,.

G~

MD 22.0%
liean 1.57
SD 0.56

Correlations: L7-%% 58 60-:%

Do you feel that it 1s a good idea to let
anyone attempt a walver or that some reasonable
standards should be set such as a 2.00 GPA?

l. Set some reasonable standards 18,8%
2. Let any student attempt a waiver 80.17%

MD 1.19
Mean .23
SD 1.59

Correlations: 13 2l-s3 37s% 52w 66 74 78 79-
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Question lj6. Graduates of some Law Schools are nct required
(H5.) to take the State Bar Exam. Graduates of some
other schools, for example correspondence
schools, are not allowed to take the Zxam.
would it be better to require every graduate
to take 1t to become a lawyer?

l. Yes, allow and require all to take it 79.2.
5. No, present system is better 11.6,,

MD 9.3

Mean 1.52

SD 1.33
Correlation: 25

Question Ii7. You are an adrissions officer at a colle~e with
(E6.) many more applicants than room. John ana
Robert are two applicants. John has high
College Board scores but only so-so hish school
grades; Robert has only so-so College Board
scores but excellent high school grades. vhom
would you admit?

1. Definitely John 9.6
2. Probably John 34.05
3. Probably Robert 39.75
L. Definitely kobert 7ol

D 9.3%
Mean 2.49
SD 0.81

Correlations: 1lw 23=-3%% 51w 77

Student sentiment toward the course wide final is luke-
warm, Students are far readier to accept the obvious
benefits of the course wide final than to appreciate the
subtler benefits it offers,

This 1s shown in Graph IIa where we note the pre-
cipitous drop from the statement that course wide finals
help fight bias to the statement that course wide finals do
not penalize creative students. There are even fewer stu-
dents who will agree that a good instructor can simply help

his students learn and leave testing to a special office
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(Q 18)., This 1s indicative of the strong resistance to
extending the principle of independent evaluation in the
classroom,

In discussing the chi square analysis, we noted the
close relation between the course wide final and multiple
choice attitudes, The tendency to see only obvious benefits
in indepencent evaluation is paralleled in the attitude
toward multiple choice exams vis-a-vis essay exams as shown
in Graph IIb,., Only 16.6% of the students felt multiple
choice exams did a better job of evaluating students than
did essay exams, but 59.6% of the students said they
personally preferred multiple choice exams.

Another point noted in discussing the chi square
analysis was the lack of relation between attitudes toward
the course wide final and attitudes toward waiving and ac-
celeration., Graphs IIc and IId show the large gulf which
separates waiving and acceleration overall evaluations from
the course wide final evaluation and the University College
overall evaluation., Because of the construction of the
middle alternative, there was a much higher percentage of
respondents choosing this alternative for the University
College overall evaluation than for the course wide final
evaluation, Therefore, I have shown both a comparison of
negative attitudes and a comparison of positive attitudes
toward waiving and acceleration and the course wide final
and the University College.

Another interesting comparison is that between the
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percentazes of students who opoose restrictions on waiving
and acceleration and thc percenta;ies of students who favor
various extensions of Lnec use of independcnt evaluation in
the classroom., Graph IIe shows thc chasm which separates
the attitudes toward these two kinds of proposals., Botn
attitudes are favorable to independent evaluation, but
students see them as very different,

Independent evaluation outside the classroom is not
so re jected as independent evaluation in the classroom,
Graph IIf contrasts the attitudes toward these two kinds of
independent evaluation. Graph IIg shows that students are
inclined to think of University College finals as figuring
rather heavily in a student's grade., This is, I thaink, a
misconception on their part, many final examinations at
Michigan State count 50% of the student's grade and some

count more,
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Graph ITa. Comparison of percentages of respondents
accepting various aspects of the Course Wide

Final as beneficial.
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Graph IIb, Comparison of percentages saying multiple choice
exams do a better job of evaluating students with
percentages saying they personally prefer

multiple choice examinations.
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Graph IIc. Comparison of percentages expressing liking for
waiving overall, acceleration overall, the course
wide final overall, and the University College

overall,
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Graph IId, Comparison of percentages of respondents
expressing a dislike of waiving overall (Q43),
dislike of acceleration (Q4l), dislike of tae
course wide final overall (Ql2), and dislike
of the University College overall (Q22).
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Graph Ile., Comparison of percentages opposing various
limitations on wailving and acceleration with
percentages favoring ideas which involve
greater use of indenendent evaluation in the

¢classroom.
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Graph IIf. Percentages preferring Independent Evaluation

inside and outside class.
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Graph IIg. Breakdown of Question 13: A comparison of the
percentage of students who think University
College courée wide finals count more than
regular finals with percentasgze of students who

think they count 1less.
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VIII. GROUP IIA: EFFORT ARD VALUE

Group IIA. Correlational Analysis
This group is concerned with questions which display
attitudes concerned with the relation between the difficulty
and the value of courses and those questions which express
attitudes that University College courses or the course wide
final are too easy to be of value. The following questions
were all inter-correlated.

Question 8, Have you found that you learned most in your
(AS.) hardest courses?

1. Almost always 19.57

2. Usually 3.8/
3, Sometimes 32.€%
. Rarely 12,14
5. Almost never 0.0
MD 1.1%
Mean 2.37
SD 0.98
Correlations: 10 113 15 16 17% 18- 34 Ll-
52- 55
Question 15. Would you prefer more regular introductory
(c1.) courses, rather than some or all of the

University College courses, for example, a year
of Introductory English rather than ATL, or
History of Civilization rather than Humanities?

1. Yes, very much so 2l4.1%

2. Yes, probably 23.8%
3. No, probably not  31.9%
4. No, not at all 1. 9%
MD 5.4%

Mean 2.39

SD 1.04

Correlationsg: I 8 12 1h- 16:: 22-33¢ 313 323
33w U8-% 49 51 55 €l-
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Question 1€,
(ca.)

112

Do you think it would be a good idea to auto-
matically waive University College courses for
students majoring in the field which the
University College course covers, for example,
Natural Science 181 for biology majors or

Social Science 233 for political science majors?

1, Excellent idea ©58.9%

2, Good idea 26 .6%
3, No opinion 2.5%
l}. Bad idea 8.9%
5. Very bad idea 2.5/
MD 0.7%

Mean 1.68

sSD 1.05

Correlations: 8 10 15t 22 32 553 60

In addition to the above three questions, Question 55 from

Group II, "Course wide finals should be abandoned for better

students", was correlated with all three of the questions.

The following two questions were not correlated with

the members of Group ITIA but are discussed with the Group IIA

correlations.

Question 7.
(AL.)

How important is getting along with your
teachers in getting good grades?

1. Very important 8.5%
2. Somewhat important Ll . 3%
3. Not very important 35.8%
L., Not at all important 9.9%

MD 1.5%
Mean 2.47
sD 0,80

Correlations: 27%:# 28 60
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question 9, Do you feel you learn more from the textbooks
(A6.) and other readings assigned in a course, or
do you learn more from the instructor?

1. T almost always learn more from 17.4%

the texts

2. I usually learn more from the 1L0.8/5
texts

3. I usually learn more from the 31.27%

instructor
L., I almost always learn more from 5.0%
the instructor

MD 5.775
Mean 2.24
SD 0.83

Correlations: 17-
In contrast to the questions concerning the overall
nj£31~its of walving and acceleration, which one would expect
t o relate to the course wide final items but which did not,
grroup IIA includes questions which one would not on the face
off 1 t eXxpect to relate to the course wide final, but which
do. Perhaps the most delightful of these "unexpected"
correla tes is Question 8, "Have you found that you learned
Most £ xa Your hardest courses?™ In pre-testing the question-
Rajpe, I~ learned that many students felt that credits gained
oy @cce I < ration were too easy to be worth much. Because of
th“' r L elt that students who reported learning most in

th
tir o == E~dest courses would feel more negatively toward the
Qours
)

Mg

%~ X de final, and the correlational analysis supported
' The guestion of the ease of acceleration is basic to

1nde
NI «==mit evaluation. Acceleration is easier because it

Temoy
°s =2 xtificial restraints to learning, but in so doing,

1t erconqy
T2 L ers strong societal resistances.,’

1
mmme".f? = © Chapter XVIII, "Educational Change and Social
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Some questions like Guestion 37 had correlations which
surprised me;‘2 Question 16's correlations may seem surprising
but were entirely in line with predictions. GQuestion 16
masquerades as a "better waiver", but is actually antithetical
to the waiver program, An automatic waiver ianvolves no
demonstration of knowledge through independent evaluation
and 1s not a vehicle to acceleration; its widespread use
would vitiate the real waiver program. The correlations for
guestion 16 show that endorsement of the "automatic waiver”
i s associated with a rejection of independent evaluation.
Thris question was perhaps the best of the "subtle" questions,
In contrast to unexpected correlates like Questions 8
and 16, Questions 7 and 9 might seem to be effective in
relating to attitudes toward independent evaluation, but were
not . In the case of Question 7, I had hoped that students
who r*e © orted getting along with thelr teachers as important
lhget t A ng good grades would be more receptive to independent
®valum #= -1 on., Question 7 did relate in the right direction to
th’ee <3 T2 estions concerning waiving and acceleration, but aid
M re 2 =2 te to any course wide final items and was something
°C g A3 = A ppointment, Question 9 was also disappointing. I
hag tzho—"—:lgh.t that students who reported learning more in the
tems L xa the course than from the instructor would favor
fotler = 45 1on. Question 9's only correlation however is with
theve s €;]’~1f-‘—1ng of the instructor's grade (Q 17). It is in

=

Correl e ts ie € Chapter VII, "Question 37 and Wrong Way

ons",

g



the predicted direction but one .05 correlation is not an

impressive performance.
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Group IIA Chart
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Group ITA. Analysis of NMeans and
Frequency Distributions

Two of the means in Group IIA provide interesting
comparisons. Graph ITAa shows that at least 32.35 of the
sarple are in favor of the waiver program overall (Q L3)
and would like to see more regular introductcry and fewer
Unlversity College courses (G 15). Still further proof and
discussion of the purpose of walving for wany students can
be found in Group III.

The "automatic waiver" question (Q 16) drew great
agreement even though it 1s not really a waiver at all but
actually a kind of negation of the waiver program,

Graph IIAb shows that at least 7L.8,: of the sanole both
favored the walver program overall and favored the automatic

waiver,
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Granrh IIAa, Comparison showing minimum percentage of students
who have favorable overall evaluation of }MNSU and

who also favor abolishing one or more UC courses.
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Graph IIAb., A comparison showing that nearly three fourths
of the respondents like both the walver program
overall and the 1dea of an automatic waiver for
ma jors in the field which a UC course covers,
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IX., GROUP III: T5E PURPOSE OF WAIVING
AND ACCELZERATION

Group III. Correlational Analysis

Question 26. They're [waiving and acceleration] useful only

(z2a.) as a way of getting out of dull courses.

1. Agree strongly 9.97%

2. Agree 23.8/

3. Disagree 53.9%

Ly, Disajgree strongly 10.6,

¥D 1.8

Mean 2.€5

SD 0.82

Correlations: |l 22- 28-::x: 31 32: 33 38
L8= [}9s#3 Sliese 55w

Question 28. They're [waiving and acceleration] a new and

(z2d.) valuable way of learning.

1. Agree strongly 6.1%
2. Agree 33.7,
3. Disagree 38.3%
li. Disagree strongly 18.47
MD  3.2%

Mean 2.70

SD 0.86

Correlations: 5 7 12=- 20-:+ 223 26=33 273
32— 33-3 38-3x 39 Ll 48 52

Sl 59 72
Guestion 32. The purpose of waiving and acceleration would
(E2h.) be better served by abandoning the University
College and offering more regular introductory
courses.
1. Agree strongly 13.87
2. Agree 21.6
3. Disagree L8.6,.
L. Disagree strongly 13.1,

120
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D 2.9/

Mean 2.62

SD 0.90

Correlations: lsee 123 1= 15 16 20 22-3
26-::--::- Bosest 303 31 333 38: 8-s

L9 5l 52- 553 64
Question 33, Wwaiving and acceleration work only because
(E2b.) University Colleze courses are so easy.

1. Agree strongl: Te 1)

2. Agree 2u lm

3. Disagree 57.4°7

L, Lisasree strongly 8.9

MDD 2.5%4

Fean 2.69

SD 0.76

Correlations: L 12 1:e¢ 20% 22-5' 26 28
30363 31 ¢« 49 51 32- RS
7334w

The above questions were all intercorrelated. In addition to
cuestion 22, the overall atvtitude toward the University
College, Group II was correlated with all four, The fol-
lowing two questions were correlated with two or three of the
bagic four questions.

question 30, Waiving is too easy. (Correlated with all but

(z2f,) Questions 26 and 295,
1. Apree strongly .67
2. Agree 22, Og
3. Disagree 63.85
. Disacree strongly 6.0,
MD  3.2%
Mean 2.73
SD 0,67
Correlations: 12 31:¢ 323 33:3e¢ 3lpsess O L 3=
L= 49 55
Question 31. Acceleration is too easy. (Correlated with all
(22g.) but Guestion 28.)
1. Agree strongly 3.5%
2. Agree 12,85
3. Disagree 66.7%
Li. Disagree strong;ly 10.€.
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MD 6.4%
Mean 2.69
SD 0.65

Correlations: 8 11 15:% 262 29 30:#¢ 32 33t

Question 38, Do you think a student has a bad feeling
(G1l.) toward a course which he attempts to waive,
faills to waive, and is forced to take?
(Correlated with all but CQuestion 33.)

1. Yes 53.2%
5. No 38.3%

MD 8.6%
Mean 2,66
SD 1.98

Correlations: 26 28+ 32:% 39- L0 L9 70

While the overall evaluations of waiving and accele-
ration (see Group IV) were unable to relate to the course
wide final and University College items of Group II, the
first four questions of Group III were able to correlate
very well with Group II.

Congidering only the basic ten questions of Group II,
Question 26 was related to five, Question 28 was related to
four, Question 32 was related to eight, and Question 33 was
related to six. In addition, these four questions were re-
lated to several other members of Group II. Why are the
questions of Group III so much more closely related to
course wide final evaluations than the overall opinions of
walving and acceleration? The answer may perhaps be best
Sseen by looking at the most powerful correlate with Group
II, Question 32. "The purpose of waiving and acceleration
would be better served by abandoning the University College."
This question makes explicit what is more or less implicit

in the other three questions. It is not so much concerned
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with the value of wailving and acceleration, as the value of
the University College. There are many reasons why one may
like waiving and acceleration;l however, a simple statement
of liking for walving anac acceleration fails to get at
these reasons and thus attracts a diverse population of
agreement, The four basic questions in Group III attempt
to delineate reasons why one likes acceleration and thus
attract a more homogeneous population, especially in regard
to attitudes toward the course wide final; thus we find
that these four questions relate rather well to attitudes
toward the course wide final,

The last trio of Questions 30, 31, and 38 do not
delineate attitudes as do the preceding four and so do not

relate strongly to the course wide final items of Group II.

1
See Chapter XVIII, "Roles and Opinions".
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Group III. Analysis of Means and Frequency
Distributions

In addition to the seven questions discussed in the
correlation section, the following three questions are in-
cluded in the discussion of means and frequency dis-
tributions for Group III,

Question 25. They're [waiving and acceleratiod] the greatest

(E2a.) thing that's happened to me in college,

1. Agree strongly 13.17

2. Agree LL.0,,

3. Disagree 34.8%

L. Disagree strongly 5.0,0

MD  3.2%

lean 2.32

SD 0.79

Correlations: & 273 LO0- 43 L6 62

Question 27. They [waiving and acceleration] added flex-

(E2c.) ibility to otherwise strict course requirements.

1. Agree strongly 41.17

2. Agree 50.77

3. Disagree 5.35%

li. Disagree strongly 1,17

MD 1.8%

Mean 1.65

SD 0.&L

Correlations: 7=t 253 28 29-3 [ 3:¢

question 39. Do you feel acceleration is more a matter of
(Ge.) new learning or demonstration of previous
Knowledge?

1. New learning C29.95
5. Demonstration of previous knowledge 56,45

MD 13.97
Mean 3.61
SD 1.91

Correlations: 12- 28 36w 38- Sla-st:
Within Group III, there were some extremely negative at-

titudes toward waiving and acceleration and the University



College, and these negative statements received a sur-
prising amount of agreement. 33.,7% of the respondents
agree that waiving and acceleration are useful only as a
way out of dull courses (Q 26), 35.4% agree that the pur-
pose of walving and acceleration would be better served
by abandoning the University College (Q 32), and 31.2%
agree that walving and acceleration work only because
University College courses are so easy (Q 33).

In spite of these antagonistic attitudes, 57.1% of
the respondents agreed "Waiving and acceleration is the
greatest thing that's happened to me in college" (Q 25).
When composing this question, I assumed that anyone who
agreed with it would appreclate the intrinsic merits of the
walver and acceleration program, but in view of the re-
sponses to other questions, I became suspicious of the high
percentage agreeing with Question 25. What did the re-
spondents mean when they agreed that waiving and accele-
ration were the greatest? I had assumed that agreement
with Question 25 would come about because the students felt
that they had learned from the waiver and acceleration pro-
gram, but was this the case? Question 28 asks for agree-
ment or disagreement with the statement "Waiving and ac-
celeration are a new and valuable way of learning." If the
57.1% of the respondents who agree that waiving and accele-
ration are the greatest thing that's happened to them in
college feel that way because they have learned from the

program, then at least that high a percentage should agree
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that waliving and acceleration are new and valuable ways of
learning. A comparison of the percentages agreeing with

Question 25 and disarreeing with Question 28 shows that

for, at least a falr sized percentase of the students,

agreement with Question 25 does not imply acceptance of the

intrinsic benefits of the waiver and acceleration program,
Even with the reduction in respondents because of the
missing data, Graph IIIa shows that at least 13.8% of the
respondents agree that walving and acceleration are the
greatest thing that's happened to them in college (Q 25)
but disagree that waiving and acceleration are a new and
valuable way of learning (Q 28). Do these students think
walving and acceleration are the greatest thing or greatest
escape!

Graphs IIIb and IIIc provide further support fcr the
"ogreatest escape" interpretation. Graph IIIb shows that
21,7% of the students both like waiving overall and feel
that the purpose of waiving and acceleration would be
better served by abandoning the University Colleze., Graph
IIIc shows that 22% of the students both like waiving
overall and feel that it is useful only as a way out of
dull courses,

Graphs IIId and IIIe provide still more support for
the hypothesis that students see waiving and acceleration
as a means of escape from what they regard as dull courses
rather than as a new means of learning. Graph IIId shows

that almost twice as many students regard acceleration as a
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demonstration of previous knowledge as regard it as new
learning. Graph IIIe shows that while only L40.1% agree
that walving and acceleration are a new and valuable means
of learning, 91.8% agree that waiving and acceleration
added flexibility to strict course requirements. The
agreelng strongly attitudes are even more striking for

Graph IIIe,
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Graph IIIa. A comparison showing that 13,875 of the
respondents agree that Waiving and Acceleration
is the greatest thing that has happened to them
In college but disagree that waiving and

Acceleration 1s a new and valuable way of

learning.
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Graph IIIb., Comparison showing overlap between those who
like waiving and agree that the purpose of

waiving and acceleration would be better served

by abandoning the University College.
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Graph IIIc,.
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Overlap graph showing that 22.07 of the sample

both favor the waiver program overall (QL3) and

feel that walving and acceleration are useful

only as a way out of dull courses (Q2€).
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Graph IIId. Breakdown of Question 39: Comparing percentaes
of students who feel acceleration is more a
matter of new learning with those who feel
acceleration is more a matter of demonstration
of previous knowledge.
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Graph IIIe.
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A comparison of the percentages of students
agreeing that "waiving and acceleration is a new
and valuable way of learning" (Q28) and

agreeing that "waiving and acceleration added
flexibility to otherwise strict course

requirements.”" (Q27).
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Extreme Responses1

Groups II and III had a number of questions which re-
lated directly to the use of the course wide final for
better students and to the purpose of waiving and accele-
ration, In most cases, the responses showed a surprising
rejection of the course wide final as a device for better
students and for waiving and acceleration as a new means of
learning.

In Question L9, 65% of the students agreed that

course wide finals reward the conforming and

penalize the creative student.

In Question 55, ;5% of the students agreed that

course wide finals should be abandoned for better

students,

In Question 28, 57% of the students disagreed that

walving and acceleration are a new and valuable way

of learning.

And in Question 32, 35% agreed that the purpose of

waiving would be better served by abandoning the

University College.

Large as these rejecting percentages seem, they may
8ti1l understate the extent of dislike., Each of these
questions was a four alternative rather than a five alter-
native question, The student could: (1) Agree strongly
(2) Agree (3) Disagree (L) Disagree strongly. There was no
indifferent point such as "Neither agree nor disagree",
This forced choice technique was useful to get every student

to express an opinion on these important issues, but it does

mean that a student who is genuinely indifferent is still

lThis analysis was suggested by Dr., Warrington
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forced to agree or disagree; and further, the use of fre-
quency distributions makes no distinction at all between
those who merely agree or disagree and those who do so
strongly.

To make full use of the data therefore, let us drop
out the middle alternatives and contrast the percentages of
those who agree strongly and disagree strongly with the
above statements,

In Question 49, 65.6% agreed that course wide finals
reward the conforming and penalize the creative student,
while 32,.3% disagreed. (The missing data is excluded from
all these comparisons.) This is a 2:1 ratio of acceptance
for this negative statement about the course wide final,
Now what happens if we drop the middle alternatives? We
find that 15.2% agree strongly with Question 49 and only
2.5% disagree strongly. The ratio jumps from 2:1 to 6:1.

In Question 55, we find that Ll}.5% agree course wide
finals should be abandoned for better students in the
University College and [;,8.9% disagree, roughly a 1l:1 ratio.
However, if we again drop the middle alternatives, 16.2%
agree strongly with Question 55 while only 8.5% disagree
strongly and the ratio jumps to 2:1.

In Question 28, 56.7% of the students disagreed that
waiving and acceleration are a new and valuable way of
learning, while ,;0.1% agreed. This is a ratio of about 3:2.
If we consider only the extreme alternatives, we find that

18.4,% disagree strongly and only 6.4% agree strongly with
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Question 28; the ratio jumps to 3:1.

Finally, consider Question 32, the purpose of waiving
and acceleration would be better served by abandoning the
University College. Only a minority, although a sur-
prisingly large one, agreed with this extremely negative
item, 35.4% agreed and 61,7% disagreed with this question,
so here at least a majority rejected the negative approach
to walving and acceleration by a ratio of about 1:2., But
what happens when we consider only the extremes? 13.8%
agree strongly with Question 32 and only 13.1% disagree
strongly and the ratio changes from 1:2 to 1l:1.

In all four cases then, a consideration of only the
extremes makes the responses more negative toward the course
wide final as an evaluator for better students and for
waiving and acceleration as a means of learning. This same
pattern is repeated in other questions although I have
confined the discussion to these four,

This finding is supported by previous, more im-
pressionistic evidence., In pre-testing students, I noted
that those who were opposed to the course wide final tended
to be considerably more strident in their opinions than
those who were favorable to the course wide final, I am
unsure as to why this is so; perhaps the climate of opinion
toward the University College and course wide final is such
that it 1s easier to be noisy about criticism than praise,
Then again, this may be more of a restatement of the

phenomenon than an explanation,
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X. GROUP IV: WAIVING AND ACCELERATION
OVERALL EVALUATIONS

Group IV. Correlational Analysis

Question 43, How do you feel overall toward the wailver

(H1.) examination program of the University College?
1, Very favorable a3/
2. Favorable 45 . 0%
3., Indifferent .37
L. Unfavorable 335
5. Very unfavorable 0.7/
MD
Mean 1,66
SD 0.78

Correlations: 25 27: 30-%% L2 W)= 60 78-

Question 2. If comping became widespread in all courses at
(G6,) MSU, what effect do you think this would have
on academic standards?

1. Widespread comping would definitely 8.,5%
raise academic standards

2. Widespread comping would probably 40.17
ralse academic standards

3. Widespread comping would have no 2l.8%
effect on academic standards )

. Widespread comping would probably 17 .4%
lower academic standards

5. Widespread comping would definitely 5.3%
lower academic standards

MD
Mean 2.69
SD l.OS

Correlations: L3 Lljsess 603 6l- 65

137
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Question ljli, How do you feel overall toward the acceleration
(H2.) procgram of the University College?

1. Very favorable 0.8/

2. Favorable 45.0%

3. Indifferent o3/

L. Unfavorable 3.25

5. Very unfavorable 0.7/

MD

Mear 1.74

SD 0.79

Correlations: 20- 29 30- 36— [ 23 L33 L5-

60: 68

Question 60, Theoretically there is provision for credit by
(Fl.) examination in all courses offered at 1N3U; in
practice, acceleration of non-University College
courses 1s exceedingly rare., Would you like to
have a program set up to more easily comp non-
University College -courses?

1. Yes 86,97
5., No 11.,0%

MD
Mean 1.4l
SD 1.27

Correlations: 7 16:x 23-3 L2 L3 Ll
The inter-correlations of these questions show a consistency
of attitudes toward waiving and acceleration in the abstract.
Their lack of correlation with Group II shows once again the
lack of relation between attitudes toward waiving and
acceleration in the abstract and the course wide final and

the University College.
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Group IV Chart
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Group IV. Analysis of Means and
Frequency Distributions

In addition to the four questions discussed in the
correlation section, the following questions are included in
the discussion of means and frequency distributions for
Group 1IV.

Question €1, Do you think any chan~es would have to be made in

(Flb,) the evaluation or testing procedures of most non-

University College courses in order to comp them?
Yes
No
(If yes) Please specify
Question 61 was coded according to the adequacy
of the suggested changes the respondent pro-
posed, See question by question analysis for
fuller explanation.

1. Excellent 4.6

2. Good 6.0
3. Fair 8.5%
Ll-o Bad le.o2%;
5. Very bad  6L.2%
MD

Mean .27

SD 1.21

Correlations: 59 633% 65:%

Question 65. Why do you think acceleration is largely
(Hy.) confined to the University College?

Question 65 was open-ended and was coded
according to the adequacy of the student's
response, The better responses were those which
said or implied something about the course wide
final. There was no missing data because '"no
answer" was coded as 5.

1. Excellent L.6%
2. Good T olijo
3, Fair 14 .9%
L. Bad 116 .5%
5. Very bad 20.9%
MD 0.0

Mean 3.73

SD 1.09

Correlations: L2 57 61t 63s%
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Almost everyone liked waiving and acceleration overall, 899
for waiving and 86% for acceleration. Yet, as has been sug-
gested in the discussion for the earlier Groups, this liking
for walving and acceleration may be for many an appreciation
of the negative benefits of the programs, the ability of
them to enable the student to avoid University College
courses, Students appear to be much less appreciative of
the intrinsic or positive benefits of the waiving and ac-
celeration programs, the opportunity for a new means of
learning., Thus we see that merely knowing that someone
likes something in the abstract does not tell us why he
likes it or whether he will accept particular concrete ap-
plications of that which he professes to like. Consider the

following example:l

Opinion

Do you belleve in freedom of speech? Yes 97%
No 1%
Don't know 2%

(If yes) Do you believe in it to the Yes 23%

extent of allowling Fascists and Com- No 2%

munists to hold meetings and express No opinion 5%

their views in this community?

Nearly everyone believes in freedom of speech as long
as those holding opposite views are not allowed to speak,
Nearly everyone likes waiving and acceleration as long as he
isn't asked to accept it as more than a means of escape from

lcantril, Hadley, Gauging Public Opinion. (Princeton,
N, J.: Princeton University, 194l), pe. 22, citing Broom,

Leonard and Selznick, Philip, Sociology, 3rd Edition. (New
York: Harper and Row, Inc., 1963), p. 281.
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University College courses,

Overlap graph IVa shows that the liking for waiving
does not spill over into the course wide final for many
students; 33.9% of the students liked waiving overall but
felt the course wide final should be abandoned for better
students in the University College. Nor does liking for
acceleration overall create favorable opinions of the course
wide final, Graph IVb shows that 23,8% of the students
liked the acceleration program overall but chose unfavorable
statements in evaluating the course wide final overall,

Part of the reason for the anomalous overlap graphs
and the lack of relation between attitudes toward walving
and acceleration overall and the course wide final is shown
in Graphs IVc and IVd., In IVc we see that over seven times
as many students are in favor of the acceleration program
overall as have an adequate idea of 1its relation to the
course wide final. In IVd we see that over eight times as
many students would like to see an acceleration program set
up for non-University College courses as have an adequate
idea of the requirements for such a program, the require-
ment being, of course, a program of independent evaluation,
The relation of acceleration to the course wide final is

discussed further in Group VI,
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Comparison of percentages wishing abandonment of

CwF and who like waiving overall showing minimum

overlap.
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1L,
Gragh IVb, Overlap Graph showing that 23.8% of the students
both like acceleration overall (Q4l) and choose
statements unfavorable to the course wide final

overall (gl2).

@l like

acceleration

overall
1007 0%
90 10
80 20
70 30
60 e
50 50
Lo L 60
30 70
20 80
10 38.0% 90

—

Ql2 dislike
course wide
final overall



LN v T~ o «




145

Graph IVe, Percentage of students favorable overall to
acceleration compared with percentage who have

adequate 1dea of relation of acceleration to CWF.
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Graph IVd., Comparison of the percentage of students who
would like to see a program set up to accelerate
non University College courses (60) and the
percentage of students wno have a reasonably
adequate idea of what would be required to set

up such a program (gb6l).
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XI. GRoUP V: M=ZASURES Or ABILITY

Group V, Correlational Analysis

Question 58. What was your high school grade point
(CT7.) average? (Please specify if other
than ;.00 = A.)

The answers to this question were grouped as
follows:

1. 4.00-3.80 36.9% 6. 2.99-2.80  3.9%
2. 3079-3060 luo2% 7. 2079"2.60 2.8/{9’
3. 3.59-3.40 11.7% 3. 2.59=2.40 2elo
b 3.39-3.20 11.,0% 9., 2.39 and ,
5. 3.19-3,00 7.7 below O
MD 9.67%

Mean 2.70

SD 1.95

Correlations: 17 23 243 513 Sh- 6l €68~ 70::
T1l=se 7233 T3=sta 76H3esr 77 =33
793 80-xa

Question 72. MSU overall grade point average. Grouped
(Obtained exactly like the high school grades.

from OES
records. )

3N

. 7 087?)
. 906//9
. 12.8/6
. 15.65%
. 11,3%

O o~ O

L] [ ] [ ] [ )

w\nfFE
NS

UVFEwn
DU

MD 16.7%

Mean L .37

SD 2.1

Correlations: 21#% 2L 28 58 6l €7 68-:x
70363t Tl=s 733ta 7L Thieta 79wk
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Question 73.
(Obtained
from Q58
and Q72.)

Question 76.
(Obtained
from OES
records. )

Question 79.
(Obtained
from OES
records.)

148

High school - college difference in grade
point average. The number recorded in
Guestion 72 (1SU GPA) was subtracted from the
number recorded in Question 58 (high school
GPA).

High M3U low HS

1. +4 or more 1.87 6, -1 12.87%
2. +3 0.75  T. =2 17.0%
3. +2 3.2 8. =3 9.9/
L. +1 3.2, 9. -l or more 13.5%
5. 0 1L . 5%

Low M3U high HS

D 23.47%

Mean 6.40

SD 1.98

Correlations: 333 363 G8-sta 673 (8- 70 T72:%a
T6s:a 77 80:=:a

University College courses grade point average.,
Grouped exactly like the high school grades in
Question 58,

1. 24.1%
2. 14.9%
3., 14.9%
L. 12.1%
5. 6.U4%

MD 20.6%

Mean 2,90

SD 1.94

Correlations: 2l 583 €l 6733+ 68- 69=-3a 70::¢
Tl-ste T2:sta T3%a T8- 79 80

° [} L] L ]
£ onE
SRR BATY

O O~ O

Percentile ranking for the overall score on the
College Qualification Test.

1. 99 percentile 1. 9%
2. 93-96 percentile 22.0p
3. 95-93 percentile 13.1%
L. 92-90 percentile 6ol
5. 89-86 percentile 9.6,
6. 85-81 percentile 5.0%
7. 80-76 percentile 6.0%
8. 75-70 percentile 2.6%
9, 69 percentile and below 11.0%k
MD 9.2%

Mean 3.99

SD 2.67

Correlations: 2l 35- 5833 b=t 67 68-33
70303t Tlesese 7233 Tlp=ie 763058 T8zt
801s¢a
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The preceding five items were all perfectly intercorrelated,
but it should be noted that several of these correlations
were artifactual; for example, the correlation between 1.3U
GPA (Q72) and University College GPA (Q76). These artifac-

"a", The next three

tual correlations are marked with an
items were correlated with all but one of the preceding {ive
items.

Question 2}j. when was this? [When the student first learned
(Elb.) about waiving and acceleration:]

1. Before entering M3U 68.4%
2. First term at MSU 19.5;

3., Second term at M3U 6.7
. Later 3¢50
MD 1,87

Mean 1.45

SD 0.81

Correlations: 35-33t S8 €L 66- T723% 76 7Gx
(Correlated with all of basic
five except Question 73.)

Question 67. Number of waivers failed.

(Obtained

from OES 1. 62.17,

records.) 2. 14.2%
3. 2.8%
Le O.7p
5. 0,0%
MD 13.8,.
Mean 0.43
SD 0.8}

Correlations: 3l 49- €6:xa 72 73« 763 79

Question 80, College Gualification Test - High School Grade

(Obtained Point Average Difference Score. The number
from OES recorded for Question 79 (CQT total score) was
records.) subtracted from the number recorded in

Question 58 (high school GPA).
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High CqT low HS

1. +4 or more 3.2/5 6. -1 13.1,6
2. +3 1.8% 7. -2 9 b
3. +2 a3, E. =3 5.3
Lo +1 745 9. =4 or more 17.04k
5. O 14,9/

Low CGQT high HS

MD  18.4%

Mean 5.91

SD 2.32

Correlations: 50 G50-%a 66~ 68- 70+ 71l- T3:x%a

763 77% 78- 739s%%a (Correlated
with all but g72.)

Many of the items in this group are artifactual and thus not
very excliting., Yet Group V contains some unexpected items,
Questions 73 and 80 were not intended as measures of
ability, but because students did so much better on their
high school grades than on their MSU grades or CQT scores,
the two items turned into measures of ability., For example,
if a student were at the top on both high school grades and
MSU grades, he received a five, which should have put him
at the mean, However, because the mean for Question 73 was
6.4, ability became confounded with doing better in college
than high school, The questions could have been recoded,
but in view of the failure of other demographic questions
to relate better to attitudinal data, I did not think it
worthwhile., I had hoped that those who did relatively
better on college grades and CQT scores than on high school
grades would be more favorable toward the course wide final,
Yet even had Questions 73 and 80 been corrected I'm still
not at all sure that they would have picked up these cor-

relations, since Question 69, the number of successful

accelerations, failed to relate to any attitudinal data,
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In general, success with waiving and acceleration was no
more related to attitudes toward the course wide final than
were overall attitudes toward waiving and acceleration re-
lated to attitudes toward the course wide final,

Another somewhat surprising inclusion in Group V was
Question 2, which showed when the student learned about
waiving and acceleration., The reason for the inclusion of
this question seems to be that more pains are taken to
inform high ability students of the waiver and acceleration
program through pre-enrollment counseling and so on.,

Question 68, number of waivers with special per-
mission the student chose not to accelerate, and Question
70, number of University College courses enrolled in, were
also related to all of the basic five questions for Group
V, but they seemed better included in Group VI. Question
67, number of waivers failed, was included in Group V how-
ever, and was a fairly good abllity measure, correlating
with four of the five basic items., The more waivers the
student failed the less likely he was to have high ability

on the other measures,
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Group V Chart

—— == = artifactual
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The Sweetest Correlation

Were I forced to choose my favorite relationship out
of the hundreds I found, I should pick the relation be-
tween Question 1j9 and Question 67. This is only at the
.05 level of significance and in view of Question €7's
ability to relate to only one other attitudinal variable,
may be partly due to chance, but I prefer to think other-
wise, What does this relationship say?

Question 67 recorded how many walver examinations the
student failed and Question ;9 asked for disagreement with
the statement "Course wide finals reward the conforming and
penalize the creative student.," The relationship ran in
such a direction that the more waivers a student failed,
the more likely he was to agree that course wide finals
reward conformity and penalize creativity., I am sure that
these "creative" students would enjoy Banesh Hoffman's

The Tyranny of Testing.l

1l
See Chapter XV, "Concretism".
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Sex, Attitudes, and Ability

Question 77. Sex

(Obtained
from OES 1, Male 62.07
records. ) 5. Female 35.87%
MDs: 2.2
lean 2.46
SD 1.93

Correlations: L7 L8 52i% 58— 73 80

The findings in regard to sex differences in performance on
course wide finals versus regular evaluation are those that
I had hoped to find in regard to the relation between
course wide final performance and attitude toward inde-
pendent evaluation, Women received higher high school
grades and were more likely to have their grades go down as
they entered college., In addition, their entrance exam
scores were more likely to be poorer vis-a-vis their high
school grades than were those of males. (Correlations with
Questions 58, 73 and 80) In attitudes, women were more
likely to prefer high school grades to college boards as
college entrance criteria (Q L7), were less likely to agree
course wide finals are a fairer means of grading (Q L48),
and were less likely to agree that course wide finals
should be given in all courses at MSU (Q 52). Question 77
did not have a large number of correlations, nor were they
impressively high, but in their consistency and their
ability to relate attitudes and differential performance,
they make Question 77 stand alone among the demographic
data.

#Missing data was from students with ambiguous first

names and for whom the student directory supplied no
information,
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These findings support other studies of University
College grading which have shown that women are more likely
to receive higher instructor grades than course wide final
grades as compared to men, So the correlations certainly
make sense, but why then was the number of successful
accelerations (Q 69) unable to correlate with any

attitudinal data at all?



Group V. Analysis of Means and Frequency
Distributions

The means and frequency distributions for Group V
show that the sample of acceleration eligible students 1is
indeed a high ability group. However, they were able to
do considerably better in high school and the University
College courses than they were in MSU courses as a whole,
Graph Va presents a comparison of the percentages of high
grades 1n these three areas.

As mentioned before, this considerably better per-
formance in high school created problems for Question 73
which became a simple measure of ability rather than a
measure of differential ability in high school and college.
Graph Vb shows the percentages of students with higher high
school and higher MSU grades. Clearly the student who im-
proved hils grades from high school to college was unusual,

Question 2l asked when students first learned of the
waiver and acceleration program., The percentage of 87.9
who learned of waiving and acceleration during their first
term at MSU or earlier indicates that the University
College is doing a good job of publicizing the existence
of waiving and acceleration, Nevertheless, while students
know of wailving and acceleration, they do not understand
its relation to the course wide final. Graph Vc presents
this information gap.

How successful were the students overall in their

waiving efforts? Graph Vd presents some of the relevant
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varliables here., The average student attempted 3.L1
waivers, failed 0,13 and was able to waive with special
permission 1.77 times. Thus, in fewer thén one out of
eight times, the student was unsuccessful in his efforts

to walve and in slightly more than half the times, he was
able to walve with special permission., Further comparisons
of the students' successes on the walver program are

presented in Group VI,
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Graph Va. A comparison showing the percentages of students
with high school, University College and M3U grade

point averages of 3.60 and above.
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Graph Vb. Breakdown of Question 73: A comparison of the
percentages of students with higher high school

and higher MSU grades. (Students with equal

grades excluded)
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Information Gap: A comparison of the percentage
of students who learn of waiving and acceleration
their first term or earlier at MSU and the
percentage of students who know why acceleration
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Graph Vd. A comparison of the mean number of walvers
attempted, waivers failed and waivers with special

permission per respondent,
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The Second Chance Guestion
Although it had quite a number of correlations,
Question 6l failed to fit into any of the rsgular groups
neatly. 1 have rather arbitrarily assinged it to Group V.

Question €li, Are there any University College courses tihat

(GL.) you enrolled in that you would attempt to
waive and/or comp if you had it to do over
again?

1., Yes (If yes) please specify course(s) and
term(s).
5. No

This question was coded by recording the number
of courses listed each term counting as a

separate course. "No" was coded zero.

0 33.34 5 L.l

1 20.6% 6 2.8%

2 16.0% 7 0.7%

3 14.95% 8 or more 3,29

LL L". 3%

MD 2.9%

Mean 1,71

SD 1.96

Correlations: 5 15- 2 32- Ll j2- 55- 58

72:% 76

The graphic analysis of Question €&l shows that if
given a second chance a majority of the students would indeed
waive or accelerate more courses than they did. Nearly two=-
thirds of the students wished they had waived or accelerated
one or more extra courses, Hhven more interesting about
Question €l are the correlations and the direction in which
they ran., Wanting to have waived or accelerated more courses
was not associated with liking the waiver and acceleration
programs., Instead 1t was associated with a dislike for the

University College and the course wide final. Specifically,
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wantinz to have waived or accelerated more courses was
associated with:

1. Wanting more regular introductory courses in place
of the University College courses (Q 15).

2. Feeling the purpose of waiving and acceleration
would be better served by abandoning the Univer-
sity College.

3. Not wanting students in University College honors
sections to take the course wide final (Q 41).

li. Wanting to abandon course wide finals for better
students in the University College (Q 55).

Once agaln we see that walving and acceleration are viewed
by a majority of the students as escapes from unwanted
courses, not as new opportunities for learning.

Graph Ve presents a comparison of the relative per-

centages of students who wished they had waived or ac-

celerated more courses and those who did not.
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Graph Ve. Analysis of Question 6lL: A comparison of the
percentage of students who do not wish that they
had waived or accelerated one or more courses and
the percentage who do wish that they had wailved
one or more courses,
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The Hypothesis That Didn't Work

Part of the hope in the writing of this dissertation
was the identification of differential ability characteris-
tics of respondents and the relating of these ability
characteristics to the attitudinal data, Question 73 was
designed to measure the student's relative performance in
high school and MSU, while Question 80 compared high school
grades and MSU Entrance Exam scores. In both cases I had
hoped that students who did better in college and on MSU
Entrance Exams would be more favorable toward independent
evaluation, My reasoning here was that the problems of
instructor centered grading are at their worst in the high
school. I had the greatest hopes for Question 80 since MSU
Entrance Exams are clearly closer to independent evaluation
than are MSU Grade Point Averages. Neither question, how-
ever, was at all effective, Part of the reason for this
was a difficulty in scaling; since high school grades were
higher than MSU grades and MSU Entrance Exam scores, higher
ability in college and higher ability on MSU Entrance Exams
became simply higher ability.2

While these flaws in the scales could have been cor-
rected, I did not do so because of the general failure of
the other demographic data to relate to attitudinal items.
Perhaps 1t was because the student group was truncated at
the lower ranges of ability, or perhaps it was because of

23ee Questions 73 and 80 in Question by Question
Analysis for complete explanation.
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the lack of knowledse of the relation between waiving and
acceleration and the course wide final, but in any case,
none of the demographic items was truly effective, For
Question 69, number of successful accelerations, there were
no attitudinal correlates, and it was impossible to identify
students who were favorable toward the course wide final by

simple inspection of the demographic records,



XII.

GEOUP VI: WAIVING AND AC
D OURAPHIC MoASURES

CoLerATI 2N

Group VI. Correlational Analysis

The following six questions were all intercorrelated,

althoush most of these correlations were artifactual.

Question €6,
(Obtained
from 0ZS
records. )

Question 68,
(Obtained
from OES
records.)

Question €9.
(Obtained
from OES
records. )

Number of walver examinations attempted.

0  €E.7% 5 1l .55
1 10.65 6 9.6%
2 17.7.5 7 3.2/
3 11.3% 8 or more  3.2%
L 10. 37

MD 12.8/%

Mean 3.41

SD 2.13

2lj= 293 3w 35 U5- €T7:a
€8s:ra €9urta 70-tta Tliwca Tlh:a
T8sesea T9=3¢3¢ B0=-

Correlations:

Number of University College courses wailved
with special permission which the student did
not choose to attempt to accelerate. Tihis
category does not include acceleration exam-
inations which were falled.

0 Sh.3s 5 0.7%

1 19.1/0 6 O.)_{.'/"J

2 576 7 0.4

3 3.2h 8 or more 0.0,

)_], 2.1

MD 1lp. 2%

Mean 0.€3

SD 1.17

Correlations: Ll L5=% 58~ €bstza 69-w3a
70-%a Tlixwa 72=% 73- T6- T8:xxa
79-:3 80-

Number of successful accelerations. This
figure is practically identical witnh the number
of acceleration exams attempted so the latter
ficure 1s not reported.

167
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0 2%.44 5 2.5

1 30.1, € 0.l

2 1€.3% It 0.0)>

3 5.0 8 or more 0,0/

L 2.57

MU 13,55

ean 1,18

SD 1.27

Correlations: €€seta €E8-itra 70-:tta 7litica

76=-3xa 78st:a

Question 70, Number of University College courses enrolled
(Obtained in., Previous categories were not grouped
from OES because there were so few over eight., Cate-
records. ) gories for Question 70 were grouped as follows:

Actual Number Recordea As

0 0
1-2 1
3-4 2
5-6 3
7-8 L
9-10 5
11-12 6
0 2.8 L 19.5%
1 6.7 5 16.3%
2 1€.3, € 7.07
3 11.75
MD  19.2%
Mean 3.41
SD 1,67

Correlations: 11 29- 38 5% 51 55 58
E6-irta €B8-ta €9-ita Tl-itta

T2 T3 Th-a 7biwra 78-:ta

793+ B0t

question 71, Number of University College courses waived
(Obtained with special permission both with and without
from 0zS acceleration,
records. )

0 11.7% 5 3.9%

1 34.0% 6 1.1,

2 20.2% 7 0.77%

3 7.17% 8 or more 0.0}

L 7.1%
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rrelations: 29 34 L5- 57 58-: 6€:=ta €0:a
69:ta TO=ta 72=-3% 76=:m TOkwa
79=:3: §0-
Question 78, Number of University Collese courses toth
(Cbtained wailved only and waived witn special permission.
from 0LS ‘
records.) 0 8.2, 5 11.74
1 14.5% 6 €.0,
2 16.75 7 2.8,
3 14.5. 8 or more 1.15
L 9.9,
MDD 1L.57
llean 2,91
Sb 2,02

Correlations: 29:% 3l 35 [ 3- [j5- €Eera 6°a
€9seta T0=-tca 7liesta (hsera 7€-
79=::3+ 80-
The following three questions correlated witn four or

five of the basic six items of Group VI,

question 29. They [waiving and acceleratioéﬂ may be all

(E2e.) risht for some people but not for me,

1. Agree strongly O.L,5

2. Asree 3.5%

3. bisagree 52.15

L. Disagree strongly L2.6%

VD 1.5

Mean 3.38

Sb 0.€1

Correlations: 27-% 31 34 €63 70- 71 7l 78
(Correlated with all but ( €9)

Guestion 34. Do you feel that students who have waived with
(F2.) special permission should be required to meest
some Departmental standards for acceleration
as do students who are recommended by their
instructors for acceleration?

1. Yes 22.02
5. No 1247
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Mean .06
b 1,71

Correlations: A 1C 29 30 31 66w €7 71 T4
G
(Correlated with all but
«'s 69 and 70)

Question Ii5. Which privilere do you fecel is the more im-
(H3.) portant — waivin~ or acceleration?

1., Waivin; is definitely more 23.8,:
important

. Wwalving is probably more 0.8,
important

. Acceleration is orobably 231
more imoortant .

. Acceleration is definitely 7.4
more important

2
3
L

YD L7
vean 2.1
SD 0.89
Correlations: &1 52-3 55 €6- €8 70 71- 78-
(Correlated with all obut @ €9)
Correlations for practically all of the basic six
items for Group VI are to a greater or lesser extent arti-
factual. All refer to waiving and acceleration of University
College courses except Question 70 which has a backhanded
reference, since courses enrolled in cannot be waived or ac-
celerated., There are very few attitudinal correlations with
this set of demographic data, especially in the case of
Question 69 which has no attitudinal correlates at all,
The overall evaluation for acceleration (Q lLl) does corre-
late with waivers with special permission not accelerated
(Q 68), which certainly makes sense, since someone who
didn't even bother to attempt acceleration when qualified

must certainly have a low opinion of acceleration., However,

overall favorableness toward acceleration does not correlate
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with the number of successful accelerations, nor did over-
all favorableness toward the waiver program (Q L3) correlate
with any of the waiver demographic questions except (Q 78).
Question I}5, which asked for preference for waiving or
acceleration, does correlate with all the waiving and ac-
celeration questions except Question 69, This may be be-
cause there was more variance in the answers to Question §5
than the highly favorably skewed answers to Questions 43
and Lli, Note that enrollment in more University College
courses (Q 70) was associated with a preference for ac=-
celeration over walving. Question 70 was also the only one
of the demographic questions in this group to have any
correlates with Group II. This is entirely consistent with
our earlier findings that it is the University College and
not waiving and acceleration with which the course wide
final is seen as being associated. Enrollment in more
University College courses is at least partially a kind of
liking for the University College (although it is also a
negative ability measure; see Group V), and the more courses
a student enrolled in, the more likely he was to like cer-
tain aspects of the course wide final., Waiving more courses
was also associated with a dislike for restrictions on ac-
celeration for students who waive with special permission
(Q 34) and logically enough with not feeling that "waiving

and acceleration are not for me" (Q 29).
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Group VI. Analysis of lkeans and [requency

Distributicns

In addition to the ten questions discussed in the

correlation section, the following three items are included

in the discussion of means and frequency distributions.

Question €2,
(Flec.)

Question 7l.
(Obtained
from OES
records., )

Fave you ever attemoted to comp a non-University
Collesre course?

l. Yes (If yes) What courses and were you
succezsful?
5. No

Question €2 was coded by recording the nunber
of acceleration attempts the student recorded,
There were so few attempts, no effort was made
to differentiate successful and unsuccessful

attempts, "No" was recorded as zero.
0 91.1%

1 L3

2 1.8}

3 0.,0%

MD 2.95

Mean 0,08

SD  0.35

Correlation: 25

Number of University College courses waived
only, does not include courses waived with
special permission.,

0 30.5% 5 2.57,
1 22.3% 6 0.4%
2 14.97 7 0.0%
3 7.4% 8 or more 0.4%
Lo 7.1%

¥MD  14.5%

Mean 1.36

Sh 1.51

Correlations: 20-3 29 3l 35 €biwa 70-%a 72
75a THia 79=:



Lo

y

)

-+ 7
(2P




174

Question 75, Year in college as of December, 19¢6,.
(Obtained

from OES Freshman 0.0%
records, ) Sophomore 13,8%
Junior 110.8%
Senior 36.5%
Graduate 1.8%
MD 7.1%
Mean 3,26
SD 0.76

Correlation: T7la

In view of the lack of knowledge among the respondents
of the relation between waiving and acceleration and the
course wide final, it might be instructive to check to just
what extent acceleration is confined to the University
College. Data are extremely hard to find here, since the
Reglistrar's office ordinarily makes no distinction on stu-
dent transcripts as to how credit was obtained., This 1is
apparently done so that other Universities do not dis-
criminate against credits earned by examination, which is
an interesting sidelight in itself,

Warrington and Mayhew1 report that while Michigan
State has long had a policy of granting credit by examina-
tion for any course in the catalogue, the policy has been
little implemented outside the University College. In the
period 1949-1950 less than 0,2% of the students received
credit by examination outside the University College. By
contrast, at the time Warrington and Mayhew wrote (1958)
5% of the credits earned in the University College were

1Warrington, Willard G. and Mayhew, Louils B., "On

the Credit Side,"™ Dressel Evaluation in the Basic College.
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1958), P. 155.
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credits by examination. However, even at this tire there
was a downward trend in acceleration partly due to the then
recent increase in requirements from a "C" to a "B" for
successful acceleration., I should add that Warrington's
article predates the Inception of the walver program, and so
has nothing to say about this,

My data emphatically coincides with the data of
Warrington and Mayhew., Graph VIa compares the mean number
of successful University College accelerations per student
(Q 69) with the mean number of non-University College accele-
ration attempts per student, as reported on the questionnaire
in Question 62, There were 1.18 successful accelerations per
student in University College courses compared to 0,08
acceleration attempts per student in non-University College
courses, or over fourteen times as many in University
College courses as in non-University College courses,
Since we are comparing successful accelerations with accele-
ration attempts, the difference may actually be understated.
There i1s of course a problem of bias here, since the student
respondent sample was defined as one which is acceleration
eligible for University College courses., Nonetheless, if
non-University College acceleration were at all common, one
would certalnly expect to find more than 0,08 attempts per
student for a group of high ability students,

However, where acceleration is readily available, stu-
dents do not evince a great readiness to take advantage of

the privilege as is shown in Graph VIb, Here we note that
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there were over half as many courses which students could
have accelerated, but chose not to, as there were courses
which the students did in fact accelerate. Perhaps I
should note atain here that accelerations attempted and
succegsful accelerations are practically synonymous, since
the requirements for attempting acceleration are more
stringent than the requirements for receiving credit on the
exam, For example, wailving with special permission re-
quires the equivalent of "A" level performance on the
walver, while only "B" level performance is required on the
course wide final to receive credit,

Graph VIc presents a comparison of the waiver data
(@ 78), acceleration data (Q 69), and courses enrolled in
data (Q 70), which reveals that students are avoiding
enrollment in University College courses by means other
than the walver program. Question 78 shows that a little
less than three courses per student were waived or waived
with special permission; we cannot simply add the 1,18
courses per student which Question 69 shows were accele-
rated since most of the accelerations came from the waiver
program and these are already counted in Question 78.
However, Question 75 shows that while there were no fresh-
men in the sample, 13.8% of the sample were sophomores and
presumably would have one or two University College courses
to enroll in yet; let us therefore add one to the three we
got in Question 78 to be on the safe side., This gives us

then an average of four courses per student which the
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student waived, accelerated, or has yst to enroll in. The
four courses probably overstate the actual number, Number
70 shows that there was an average of 3.1 courses enrolled
in per student, and, added to the four courses we allowed
for waiving and so on, this makes a total of 7.41 per
student. Yet there are twelve University College courses,
which leaves an average of over lj.5 courses per student un-
accounted for, I do not have data on transfer students,
but in coding the student transcripts I noted relatively
few transfer students, Instead, I noted transfers to the
Honors College which automatically exempts the student from
further University College courses. Question 72 shows that
over 30% of the students had MSU GPA's of 3.4 and over, and
while the Honors College nominally requires a 3,5 average,
We may assume that most of these 30% have avoided University
College courses via this route. I shall return to this
point iIn interpreting the results in Chaptér XV,

As a further measure of the weakness of acceleration
vis-a-vis waiving, Graph VId splits the responses for
Question ;5 and shows that more than twice as many students
think waiving is more important than acceleration than
think that acceleration is more important than waiving.

Finally, Graph VIe presents a measure of the
differential success of the respondents on the waiver pro-
gram, Compared to an unselected group of waiver appli-
cants, they were nearly four times as likely to waive with

speclal permission,
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Graph VIa, Comparison of University College and Non
University College accelerations per student.

No. of courses per
student 1n tenths

1.5
10“-
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1.1 1.18
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University College
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Graph VIb, Comparison of mean number of waivers with special
permission which the student chose not to
accelerate and mean number of accelerations per
student,

Scale 1s graduated

in tenths of courses

per student

1.40

1.30

1.20

1,18
accelerations
per student

1.10
1.00
.90
.80
.70

.60 0‘63
WSP's without
.50 acceleration

140
.30
.20
.10

Q68 WSP's without Q69 Mean number
acceleration of accelerations
attempts per student
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Scale
units
Univ.

12.0

11.0

10,0

9.0

8.0

7.0

6.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

130

Vic., Missing courses: Graph showing that of the 12
University College courses per student, .6 were
not enrolled or written off by the Independent
Study program.,

graduated 1n

number of
Coll, courses

L.6 courses per
student neither waived,
accelerated, enrolled
in or yet to be
enrolled in

3.l courses per
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LL.0 courses per
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Graph VId. A comparison of the percentages who feel waiving
more Important with the percentages who feel

acceleration is more important.
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Graph VIe, Comparison of the performance of students in
general on the waiver and the students used in

the questionnaire.
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XIII. STUDENT, FACULTY, AND EXAMINER
COMPARISONS

These three groups were compared on a very unsophis-
ticated basis since the faculty group numbered only twenty-
four and the examiner "means" were derived from talking to
roughly ten to twelve members of the Office of Evaluation
Services and determining that anyone who was involved in the
preparation of the course wide final and the administration
of the acceleration program would have to be favorable
toward the course wide final and the intrinsic benefits of
walving and acceleration., In a sense then, the examiner
"means" represent an ideal or logical type rather than an
empirical portrait, although every examiner I talked to
answered the questions as reported. In any case, where
there 1s any question, I have reported examiner answers as
falling within a certain range rather than a single figure.

Once again I must remind the reader that these data
must be interpreted with caution, however, as we shall see,
the very coherence and logic of the picture which emerges
lends credence to the data.

The means were compared for each question, and the
questions were divided into four groups on the basis of
which mean diverged from the other two. The four groups
were divided as follows:

183
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I. Consensus Group. Tnis group included all those
cases where there was less than a one unit
difference between the two most divergent means,

II. Examiner Divergent Group. This group included
those cases where the student and faculty means
were less than one-half unit apart and at least
one of them was more than one unit from the
examiner mean,

ITI. Faculty Divergent Group. This group included all
cases where the conditions of Groups I and II were
not met and those where the student means were
closer to the examiner means than were the faculty
means.,

IV, Student Divergent Group. This group included all
cases where the conditions of Groups I and II were
not met and those where the faculty means were
closer to the examiner means than were the student

" means.,

These somewhat unusual definitions were employed to
Insure mutually exclusive and inclusive groups. There were
no questions which were asked of the faculty and examiners
which were not used on the Student Questionnaire, There
were, however, a number of questions on the student ques-
tionnaire which were not asked of the faculty; therefore,
the number of questions used in the Student, Faculty, and
Examiner Comparisons 1s smaller than that used in the

analysis of the Student Questionnaires,



Question ©5,

Question 6,

Question 35.

Question L3.

Group I: Consensus

Others fecel MSU's very size provides freedoms
no smaller institutiocn could offer. Do you:

1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree
. Disagree

5. Disagree strongly

Student s 1.95
Faculty 2.15
Examiners 1 or 2

What 1s your overall feeling toward MSU?

1. I like 1t very much

2. I like it

3. I'm indifferent toward it
L. I dislike it

5. I dislike it very much

Students 1.93
Faculty 1.86
Examiners 1 or 2

Do you feel it is a good idea to let any
student attempt a walver or that some reason-
able standards should be set such as a 2,00
GPA

1. Set some reasonable standards
S. Let any student attempt a waiver

Students L.23
Faculty L. Ok
Examiners

How do you feel overall toward the waiver
examination program of the University College?

Very favorable
Favorable
Indifferent
Unfavorable

« Very unfavorable

W N
[ o L] [

Students 1,66
Faculty 1.90
Examiners 1
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Question Llj. How do you feel overall toward the
acceleration program of the University College?

1. Very favorable
2. Favorable

3., Indifferent

L. Unfavorable

S. Very unfavoracle

Students 1.74
Faculty 1.90
Examiners 1

Question L6, Should all Law School graduates be allowed and
be required to take the Bar Exam to beccme a
lawyer? (See Question by Question Analysis
for complete item)

1. Yes, allow everyone and require everyone to
take exam
5. No. Present system is better

Students 1.52
Faculty 1.93
Examiners 1

Question 7. John has hish College Board scores; Robert has
high high school grades, Who should be ad-
mitted to college? (See Question by Question
Analysis for complete item)

1, Definitely John
2. Probably John

3. Probably Robert
. Definitely Robert

Students 2.9
Faculty 2.15
Examiners 1 or 2

Question 53, Course wide finals make an instructor's job
harder.

1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Disagree strongly

Students 2.73
Faculty 2.80
Examiners 3 or L
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The Consensus Group was the least interesting of the
four groups. All three groups liked MSU (Q's 5 and 6).
This 1s to be expected since all three groups have volun-
tarily chosen to associate themselves with MSU. All three
groups liked the walver and acceleration programs overall
(Q's 43 and L)}) and all three opposed setting limitations on
the attempting of waivers (Q 35). Yet here we do encounter
some interesting differences. The faculty are in favor of
the waiver program overall and the acceleration overall
just as the students and examiners are, and the faculty are
opposed to limitations on waiving just as the students and
examiners are. However, if we look at Questions 34 and 36
which suggest making the requirements for acceleration more
stringent, we note that they fall not in the consensus
group but in Group III, the faculty devergent group. All
three groups are willing to respond favorably to the waiver
and acceleration programs — everybody is in favor of free-
dom of speech — (See Group IV Data Analysis Section), and
all three groups are opposed to limitations on waiving, but
I think for different reasons. The students see waiving as
a great escape and see acceleration as a kind of frosting
on the cake; the examiners see waiving and acceleration as a
new way of learning. The faculty may see the walver program
as a way of allowing students who dislike University College
courses to avoid them; such students could be a problem in
class and thus the waiver program redounds to the faculty's

benefit, and they oppose limitations on it. Acceleration
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on the other hand, has no such benefit and they see no
reason for allowing credit to no more than the bare minimum
number of students., Graph SFEa presents these differences,

All three groups disagree that "Course wide finals
make an instructor's job harder"l (Q 53)e Question 53's
problem 1s discussed 1n the Question by Question Analysis,
Basically the question isambiguous in four ways.

1. One could agree that course wide finals make
instructors do a better job and teach for the whole
course and thus make an instructor's job harder in
a good way,

2. One could disagree that course wide finals make an
instructor's job harder because course wide finals
are a good thing.

3. One could agree that course wide finals make an
instructor's job harder because they remove his
rightful prerogatives and are a bad thing.

lis One could disagree that course wide finals make an
instructor's job harder because course wide finals
are just guessing games and don't amount to
anything.

Thus, agreement with Question 53 doesn't really tell
us anything. The moral seems to be to check and recheck
one's questions,

Finally, the Consensus Group included Questions L6 and

One rather status-conscious faculty member objected
to the term "job" used in reference to his PROFES3ION,
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4,7 which were concerned with the issue of independent
evaluation outside the classroom, All three groups accepted
thils use of independent evaluation.

Perhaps the most impqrtant trait of the Consensus
Group 1tems was their poor performance on the correlations
for the Student Questionnaire Analysis; none of these items
were able to relate to the Course Wide Final Cluster, Note
that Question I which was also concerned with MSU is not
included in the Consensus Group, as are Questions 5 and 6,
and Question | was able to relate somewhat to the Course

Wide Final Cluster,
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Group II: Examiner Divergent

Question 10, Do you think essay or multiple cholce exams do
the best job of evaluating students?

. Essay exams do much better

. Essay exams do somewhat better

. They do about the same

« Multiple choice exams do somewhat better
. Multiple choice exams do much better

nFEw o+

Students 2.32
Faculty 2.12
Examiners I or S

Question 12. Please check the statement which best describes
your views of University College course wide
final examinations. (See Question by Question
Analysis for complete item)

. Very favorable statement
Favorable statement
Neutral statement
Unfavorable statement
Very unfavorable statement

nmFEw -
L] L ] L] L]

Students 3.05
Faculty 3.50
Examiners &5

Question 17. At present, the instructor's grade counts one-
: half in determining the grade a student re-
ceives in a University College course, If
this proportion were changed, how much and in
what direction should it be changed?

1. Instructor's grade should count 100%

2. Instructor's grade should count more than
50% but less than 100%

3. Instructor's grade should count less than
50% but should still count some

ly. Course wide final grade should count 100%

Student s 2.21
Faculty 2.05
Examiners 3 or L

Question 18, "A good instructor can simply try to help his
students learn and leave the testing to a
special office.," Do you:






Question 28.

Question 41.

Question L 2.
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1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree
. Disagree strongly

5. Disagree strongly

Students 3.86
Faculty 3.81
Examiners 1 or 2

They're [@aiving and acceleration| a new and
valuable way of learning.

1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Disagree

li. Disagree strongly

Students 2.70
Faculty 2.50
Examiners 1

Do you think that students in this honors pro-
gram [special sections of University College
coursesg_| should take the regular course wide
final for ATL?

1. Yes
5« No

Students 3.9
Faculty L1 e3
Examiners 1

Iy
3

If comping became widespread in all courses at
MSU, what effect do you think this would have
on academic standards?

1, Widespread comping would definitely raise
academlc standards

2. Widespread comping would probably raise
academic standards

3. Widespread comping would have no effect on
academic standards

i, Widespread comping would probably lower
academic standards

S. Widespread comping would definitely lower
academic standards

Students 2.69
Faculty 2.95
Examiners 1 or 2



Question L8,

Question 49,

Question 51.

Question 52,

Question 55,

1952

Course wide [inals provide a fairer means of
grading than ordinary finals,.

1, Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Disagree

L. Disagree strongly

Students 2.149
Faculty 2.3
Examiners 1

Course wide finals reward the conforming and
penalize the creative student.

1, Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Disagree

. Disagree strongly

Students 2,19
Faculty 2.55
Examiners

Course wide finals often bear 1little relation
to the material covered in the course.

1, Agree strongly

2., Agree

3. Disagree

L. Disagree strongly

Students 2.68
Faculty 3.20
Examiners L

Course wide finals should be given in all
courses at MSU which have sufficient enroll-
ment for them,

1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Disagree

. Disagree strongly

Students 3.11
Faculty 2.7L
Examiners 1

Course wide finals should be abandoned for
better students in the University College.
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. Agree strongly

. Agree

. Disagree

. Disagree strongly

Students 2.%3
2.83
L

£ -

Faculty
Examiners

In contrast to the Consensus Group, the Examiner
Divergent Group contained many items concerned with the
course wide final, especially those items concerned with
the intrinsic merits of the course wide final. Examiners
were much more likely to be in favor of extending the prin-
ciples of independent evaluation in the classroom, (Q's 17,
18, and 52). Note that this divergence contrasts with the
consensus for non-classroom independent evaluation. (Q's L6
and 47).

Examiners were also more likely to be favorable in
various evaluations of the course wide final. (Q's 12, L4l1,
48, 49, 51, 55). This was especially true for those
questions concerned with the suitability of the course wide
final for better students. (Q's 41, 49, and 55). Note par-
ticularly here the divergence for Question L1 where almost
all the students and faculty agree that students in honors
sections should not take the regular course wide final, and
the sharp disagreement of the examiners.,

While there was consensus in the overall evaluation of
walving (Q L3) and acceleration (Q Ll), feeling that waiving
and acceleration were a new and valuable way of learning was

characteristic of the examiners but not of the students or
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faculty (Q 28).
Finally, we note that examiners were more likely to
feel that widespread comping would raise academic

standards (Q L2).
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Question .

Question 11,

Question 19.

Question 3l.

195

Group III: Faculty Divergent

Many people feel a big institution 1like MSU is
just too impersonal and bureaucratized. Do
you:

1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree
I, Disagree

S. Disagree strongly

Students 3.1
Faculty 2.55
Examiners I or 5

Which kind of exam do you personally prefer?

1. Essay
5. Multiple choice

Students 3.56
Faculty 1.19
Examiners §

Under what circumstances do you feel a "Y"
grade for a student is justified? (A "Y"
grade 1s an automatic "F" which does not allow
a student to take the final and pass the
course as he might with an ordinary "F" from
the instructor) (See Question by Question
Analysis for complete item)

1. Under no circumstances or cheating only
5. For excessive unexcused absences or other
reasons other than cheating

Students 1.43
Faculty 2.L47
Examiners 1

Do you feel that students who have waived with
special permigsion should be required to meet
some Departmental standards for acceleration
as do students who are recommended by their
instructors for acceleration?

1. Yes
5. No

Students  1.06
Faculty 3.52
Examiners §
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Question 36. Do you feel an "A" rather than a "B" should
be required for successful acceleration?

1. Yes
5. No

Students L6
Faculty 3.5
Examiners §5

Question [j}O0, The ATL Department has offered an extensive
Honors Program as an alternative to walving
and acceleration for better students, Do you
think this should be encouraged in other
Departments and waiving and acceleration
discouraged?

1., Yes
5. No

Students 3.18
Faculty 1,00
Examiners 6§

Question 50, Course wide finals allow one to evaluate in-
novations in education such as programmed
learning.,

1. Agree strongly

2. Agree

3. Disagree

. Disagree strongly

Students 2,22
Faculty 3.00
Examiners 1 or 2

Question 5li, Course wide finals do a good job of letting
the student see how well he can do without
instructor bias.

1, Agree strongly

2, Agree

3. Disagree

. Disagree strongly

Students 2.28

Faculty 3.10
Examiners 1
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The Faculty Zivergenl Group consisted largely of
questicns wnere independent evaluation gave thie students a
chance to escape from arbitrary facutly action or where they
felt it gave them a chance to get a better grade. The most
interesting example of this was Question 11, "Do you per-
sonally prefer multiple choice or essay exams?". Higher means
indicate a preference for multinle choice exams., For
Question 10, "Do you think multiple choice or essay exams do
the best job of evaluating students?", the student mean was
2.32, the faculty mean 2.12, and the examiner L or 5. This
placed Question 10 clearly in Group II, with the studcnts and
faculty close together and the examiners divergent. For
Question 11, however, while the examiner means remain nearly
constant at 5, the student mean jumps to 3.56 and the faculty
mean falls to 1l.19. Thus students and faculty feel about
the same concerning the relative merits of multiple cholce and
esgay exams as evaluation devices, but students personally
prefer multiple choice exams, and faculty even more snarply
personally prefer essay exams. Graph SFEb presents these
differences,

The reasons are not too hard to find for this anomaly,
since several students wrote it on their questionnaires.
Students feel that multiple cholce exams are easier but
essay exams are better! A strange sort of reasoning: if it's
harder, it's better. Perhaps students should be required to
write their answers in Sanskrit, since this would certainly

make the exams harder., The faculty reasoning was equally
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discouraging. Multiple choice examinations are necessary
because of the exigencies of large class, but naturally

"I prefer my own essay exams, because multiple choice exams
just test recall." The examiners, of course, felt multiple
cholice exams were intrinsically better,

The faculty were more likely to favor the use of "Y"
grades (Q 19) and less likely to see course wide finals as
useful in fighting instructor bias than were either students
or examiners, The faculty were also more likely to favor
restrictions on acceleration (Q's 34 and 36). And this cer-
tainly makes sense, We would expect students to be more
concerned about teacher unfairness than the faculty is.

Not so easily explicable are the greater tendencies of
the faculty to see MSU as too bureaucratized (Q L) and their
greater disagreement with the use of course wide finals to
evaluate programmed learning. In regard to Question l, it
may be that the faculty have a different frame of reference
than the students and feel that MSU is too bureaucratic as
a school, I have no explanation for Question 50, which was
not a successful question in the student questionnaire
correlational-chl square analysis,

Finally Group III gives us the fascinating split on
the issue of the relative merits of waiving and accele-
ration versus honors sections (Q 40). Graph SFEc shows
that no faculty member preferred waiving and acceleration,

and no examiner preferred honors sections., And to complete
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the perfect picture, stud=nts were almost evenly split at
3,18, Clearly, Question ;0 was able to polarize faculty

and examiner opinion,
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Question 15,

Question 16,

Question 22,

Question 26,

200

Group IV: Students Divergent

Would you prefer more regular introductory
courses rather than some or all of the
University College courses, for example, a
year of Introductory English rather than ATL,
or History of Civilization rather than
Humanities?

l. Yes, very much so
2. Yes, probably
3. No, probably not
L. No, not at all

Students 2439
Faculty 3.50
Examiners 3 or L

Do you think it would be a good idea to auto-
matically waive University College courses
for students majoring in the field which the
University College course covers, for example,
Natural Science 181 for biology majors or
Social Science 233 for political science

ma jors?

1. Excellent idea
2. Good idea

3. No opinion

L. Bad idea

S. Very bad idea

Students 1.68
Faculty 2.75
Examiners Il or 5

What 1s your overall feeling toward the
University College?

1, I 1like it very much

2. I like it

3. I'm indifferent toward it
Lo I dislike it

5. I dislike it very much

Students 3.0L
Faculty 2,00
Examiners 1 or 2

They're [@aiving and acceleration] useful
only as a way out of dull courses.
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1. Agree strongly
2. Agree
3. Disagree
li. Disagree strongly
Students 2.65
Faculty 3.50
Examiners
Question 39, Do you feel that acceleration is more a matter
of new learning or demonstration of previous
knowledge?

1. New learning
S. Demonstration of previous knowledge

Student s 3.61
Faculty 2.7
Examiners 1

While the Student Divergent Group did not contain a
large number of items, it was the most consistent of all
four groups. Each of the five questions in Group IV con-
tained an explicit or implicit evaluation of the University
College and in each case the students were significantly
less favorable in their evaluations than were the faculty or
examiners,

Questions 15 and 22 contain open evaluations of the
University College. Question 16, the automatic waiver
question, is not related to the real waiver at all, since
the automatic waiver would vitiate the real waiver programg
instead agreement with it is a measure of dislike for the
University College. Question 26 is also a slap at the
University College, and here too the students are far more
likely to agree,

Question 39 is a little subtler and more interesting.

Faculty members were not shown to be very sensitive to the
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intrinsic benefits of independent evaluation on previous
questions, yet here they are significantly readier than
students to agree that acceleration is new learning rather
than demonstration of previous knowledge, Why?

The answer seems to be that Question 39 too, contains
an implicit evaluation of the University College. Many
students express the opinion that University College courses
are high school reruns, and agreeing that acceleration is a
demonstration of previous knowledge furnishes indirect
support for this notion., Naturally, the High School rerun
idea i3 anathema to the University College faculty, and
thus they do not agree that acceleration is mostly a
demonstration of previous knowledge., Examiners feel that
acceleration is a new way of learning, and they, of course,

share the faculty's dislike for the high school rerun idea,
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Three Portraits

The comparison of student, faculty, and examiner has
shown the conflicting views held by these three groups con-
cerning waiving and acceleration, the course wide final,
and the University College. From the data these mean com-
parisons have given us, let us attempt to construct por-
traits of the typical acceleration qualifying student, the
University College faculty member, and the Office of
Evaluation Services Examiner,

I. The Student., He has a fairly low view of the
University College and sees waiving and accelera-
tion primarily as a means of avolding University
College courses, He likes the course wide final
to the extent that it limits tne arbitrary exercise
of instructor power but to this extent only., Mul-
tiple cholce exams aren't really as good as essay
exams, but they're handy for helping one's grades.

II, The Faculty Member., He likes the University College
and feels the course wide final is all right but
should count a smaller percentage of the student's
grade, Walving and acceleration are all right so
long as they do not bother him, although stricter
standards for acceleration might be nice. In any
case, a good Honors Program would be far better
than waiving and acceleration. Essay exams are

far better than multiple choice exams.,
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The Examiner., He sees the course wide final as
providing a whole new set of opportunities in
education. Acceleration and waiving are new means
of learning, not ways of simply avoiding University
College courses; no Honors Program could replace
them, Multiple choice exams offer intrinsic

advantages over essay exams,
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Restrictions on Independent Evaluaticn: A
comparison of student and faculty opinion on the
issue of requiring a 2.00 GPA for attempting
waivers (Q35) and the issue of requiring an "A"

for successful acceleration (Q36).

Opposed to restrictions

5.0
k.5 Mean
4.0 Mean L.65
Mean
L.23
305 )'I"O)‘L ‘
Mean

300 3'53
2.5
2.0
1.5

Studentg Faculty Btudentsd Flaculty
1.0
Favor restrictions

Q35. "Should a 2.00 GPA Q36. "Should an "A" be

be required for attempting required for successful

waivers?" acceleration?"
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Graph S

1)

Zb. Similar and Divergent Opinion: A comparison of
student and faculty opinion means on Q10 "Do
multiple cholce or essay exams do the best job
of evaluating students?" and Qll "which kind of
exam do you personally prefer?"

Most favorable to multiple choice

5.0

4.5

4.0

3.5 3.56

3.0 Point of indifference

2.5

2.32
2.0 2.12

1.5
1.19

1.0 _ktudentg, Faculty Student* FacuIty I

Mogt favorable to essay

Ql0, "Which exam does Qll. "Which kind of
the better job of exam do you personally
evaluating students?" prefer?"
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Graph SFEc. Near Perfect Trichotomy: A comparison of
student, faculty and examiner answers to @0,
showing percentages who prefer waiving and
acceleration over extension of the honors

program,
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XIV, SUMMARY OF THE DATA ANALYSIS

I, Attitudes toward MSU

A.

Attitudes toward MSU were not related to the
course wide final, the University College, or
waiving and acceleration [one possible ex-
ception "feeling MSU too bureaucratized" U;ﬂ

Overall attitudes very favorable (6)
1. Most belleve it provides special freedoms (5)

2. Some agree MSU too impersonal and
bureaucratized ()

II. The Course Wide Final and the University College

A.

B.

C.

Attitude toward the course wide final depends
on aspects

1, Favorable attitudes
a., Liked -for fighting instructor bias (5L)
b. Fairer, even split in opinion (48)

2. Extension of course wide final disliked

a, Course wide final should be given in all
courses (52)

b, Good instructor can simply try to help
his students learn (18)

Course wide final overall draws mixed attitudes,
(12) somewhat better liked than University
College (22), but much less well-liked than
waiving overall (43) and acceleration overall
(4l4y) and MSU overall (6)

Students feel essay exams better (10) but
personally prefer multiple choice (11)

Students overwhelmingly reject any limitations
on waiving and acceleration (34, 35, 36, 37)

208



209

E. University College not well liked overall (22);
a large percentage of studcnts who like waiving
overall (l;3) and acceleration overall (ll}) are
also in favor of abandoning the University
College (15)

F., Attitudes toward the course wide final
1, Attitudes related to

a. Attitudes toward multiple choice exams (10,
11)

b. The University College (22)

c. Use of independent.evaluation in the
classroom (18, 52)

2. Attitudes not related to
a., Waiving and acceleration overall (43,L4L)
b. MSU overall (6)

c. Independent evaluation outside the class-

room (23, L6, L7)
d. Ability measures (58, 72, 79, et al.)

e. Waiving and acceleration demographic
variables (66, 69, 78, et al,)

G. Reverse relation occurred between course wide
final attitudes and some restrictions on
walving and acceleration with those favoring
course wide final in some cases more favorable
to restrictions (35,37)

H, Mocst powerful correlators in Group II were those
that suggested course wide finals are beneath
the dignity of better students (49, 55)

JIA, Effort and Value

A. Feeling that one did nct learn most in one's
hardest courses was related to liking the
course wide final (8)

B. Dislike of the automatic waiver was related to
liking the course wide final (16)

C. Not desiring more regular introductory courses
in place of University College courses was
related to liking the course wide final (15)
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Purpose of Waiving and Acceleration

Unlike Group IV (Waiving and Acceleration Overall
Evaluations), Group III contains evaluations of
the University College and relates to course wide
final attitudes of Group II.

A. Nearly 1)} of the respondents agree that
waiving and acceleration is the greatest thing
that has happened in college (25) but disagree
that waiving and acceleration is a new and
valuable way of learning (28)

B. 2.7% of the respondents who like waiving
overall (L3) agree that its purpose would be
better served by abandoning the University
College (32)

C. A comparison of strongly agreeing attitudes and
strongly disagreeing attitudes toward the
course wide final showed that opposition to the
course wide final predominated among the
strongly held attitudes

Waiving and Acceleration Overall

The overall evaluations of waiving (43) and
acceleration (ll4) do not relate to other
clusters

A. Respondents prefer waiving over acceleration
better than 2:1 (45)

B, Over one-third of the sample like waiving (L43)
but would like to see the course wide final
abandoned for better students in the University

College (55)

C. 85.9% of sample like acceleration (Ll), but
only 12% understand its relation to the course
wide final (65)

Ability Group

There were few relations between ability demo-
graphic variables and attitudinal variables., In
particular, differential measures of ability
(73, 80) did not relate to course wide final
attitudes

A. Only 8.9% of the sample had higher high school
than MSU grades while 53,.,2% had higher MNSU
grades (73)
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While 87.9%7 learn about waiving before or
during the first term at MSU (24), only 12%
understand its relation to the course wide
final (65). Group V contains (2) because
learning abcut waiving and acceleration
sooner was related to higher ability.

An average of 3,41 wailver attempts were made
per student with 1,77 WSP's and only 0.43
failed waivers per student

For an average group of students attempting the
waiver exam only 13.3% were walvers with specilal
permission; for the sample, by contrast, 51.9%
of attempts were WSP

VI, Waiving and Acceleration Demographic

VII,.

A.

There were only ,08 non-University College
acceleration attempts per student (62), but
there were 1,18 University College acccle-
rations per student (69)

There was an average of over l;.5 courses per
student which were neither waived nor enrolled
in '

WSP's without accelerations (68) were over half
as large as accelerations (69)

Group VI's principal attitudinal correlations
were with restrictions on waiving and accele-
ration (35, 36) and preference between waiving
and acceleration (45)

Student, Faculty, and Examiner Comparisons

This portion of the study was based on
methodologically questionable data but provided
rather clear results nonetheless

A,

The student

1., Sensitive to the benefits of waiving and
acceleration only to the extent that they
enabled him to avoid dull courses

2, Course wide final was most appreciated as
a meansg of fighting instructor bias
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B. The University College faculty member
1, Favorable toward the University College

2. Not extremely enthusiastic about the course
wide final

3, Waivin;s and acceleration were approved in
the abstract but were not supported in some
applications

Ce The examiner

1., Sensitive to the intrinsic benefits of
waiving and acceleration

2. Believed the course wide final offered
advantages no instructor-made test could
natch
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XV, CONCRETISM

Introduction

The preceding section, Analysis of the Data, attempted
to discuss and organize the specific findings of the study.
This section attempts to relate these findings to other
findings in the social sciences and to suggest ways in which
the findings might prove useful to the University College,

Inevitably, much of this discussion is speculative and
suggestive rather than rigorous; I have suggested various
analogies between these findings and theories of voting,
Reconstruction, and cultural change. Yet clearly there is a
large difference in degree of confirmation between reporting
that "Acceleration eligible students as a whole are more
favorable toward Michigan State University than toward the
University College," and reporting that "Attitudes toward
Independent evaluation have important parallels with at-
titudes toward Reconstruction.," Nonetheless I feel that
speculation can be valuable in social science, provided that
it is identified as such, The following topics are con-
sldered in discussing the relation of the dissertation re-
Sults to more general social science theory:

Chapter XV. Concretism

XVI, Problems of the University College
XVII. Nesting of Inventions

213



>

I att

2.

L



21l

Chapter XVIII. Roles and Opinions

XIX. Educational and Social Change

XX. Freedom Through Bureaucracy
XXI, Summary

Chapters XV. through XX are treated indepently; Chapter
XXI attempts to integrate these gix chapters,
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Concretism and the Course Wide Final

Attitudes toward the course wide final are conditioned
by the obvious or visible characteristics of the examination
rather than the subtler more important characteristics,

l. Attitudes toward the course wide final are closely
linked to attitudes toward the University College
and multiple choice exams; they are not related to
attitudes toward walving and acceleration.

2. The course wide final is seen as helpful for fight-
ing instructor bias but not good for the creative
student,

3. Multiple choice examinations are personally preferred
by students but are consicered inferior evaluation
devices,

The Survey Research Center's voting studies have found
that the average voter has an extremely simplistic view of
politics.l The complex 1ssues involved in a Presidential
campalign are reduced to superficial aspects of the candi-
dates' personalities — "Ike is the kind of man you can
trust", extreme generalizations about the parties — "The
Republicans got us into the Depression", or simply habit —
"My family has always voted Democratic." It is very easy
for those who are political professionals or political
scientists to grossly exaggerate the political sophistication
of the average voter,

lCampbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes, The Americzan
Voter. (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 196l)
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V. O. Key2 remarks that a politician should steal in a
way the average man can't understand., A fancy new executive
car may arouse the voter'sire, but legislation to help
special interests, who in turn pay huge fees to one's law
office, may attract little notice, Visibility of actions
often bears little relation to their importance.

The peanut-eating uneducated legislators of the Recon-
struction Era are found in the high school history books;
their actions are visible and easily comprehended., Also
found 1s a description of the battle between Thaddeus Stevens
and Andrew Johnson, with Stevens playing the role of the
villain, Johnson's impeachment is recorded as the result of
Steven's personal vindictiveness, Not found is a description
of ante bellum Southern laws and mores which made the South a
feudal society, and the efforts of "leading respectable
Southerners whom Johnson supported" to reintroduce that
feudal society. Also not found is a description of the
heroic efforts of many of the figures involved in Recon-
structlon to have the Negro treated as a human being. The
peccadilloes of the carpetbaggers are duly reported; the
enormities of Southern life are ignored,

In the same way then, this tendency operates in the
sStudents' perceptions of the course wide final examination
and allied topics. The course wide final is given for
University College courses; it 1s a multiple choice final
and it can fight instructor bias. These things are

°Key, V.0., Southern Politics. (New York: Alfred A.
Knopr, 1949)
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concrete and obvious., Not so visible are the care and ac-
curacy that go into the writing of a course wide final as
opposed to the slap-dash methods of many instructor given
examinations, Also not as visible is the close link between
the course wide final examination, waiving and acceleration,
and the better opportunity for the creative student on a well
prepared multiple choice examination compared to the usual

haphazard essay examination.
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A Bad Book and Its Enthusiastic
Reception

Banesh Hoffmann's ecregious, The Tyranny of Testing,3

1s another example of the confusion of visibility with
importance. Hoffmann's whole sweeping attack on multiple
choice tests is supported not be carefully assembled data,
but by a selection of less than a score of supposedly weak
multiple cholice questions, some of which were rejected by
the very writers of the tests Hoffmann chose., Hoffmann does
indeed criticize these few questions (although even here I
find most of his argument unconvincing), but he ignores the
fact that a single question is only a small part of any
multiple choice test and that any single question or small
number of questions makes an unreliable test. Indeed, the
small number of questions used 1s one of the flaws of essay
examé. Further, Hoffmann has actually hit upon one of the
strengths of the multiple choice test — that its questions
may be criticized and improved because the answers are given.,
As Henry Chauncy, ETS President, points out in reply to
Hoffmann:
Mr, Hoffmann dismisses evidence with amazing ease...His
method is to ferret out questions which he thinks would
appear ambiguous to the exceptional student, and then
assume that all potential geniuses will see them this way,
score poorly, and be lost to society. He has never
presented evidence to support his thesis, All our evidence
i1s to the contrary. Quite the reverse, tests have fre-

quently ideﬂtified the brilliant student not otherwise
recognized,

3Hof fman, Banesh, The Tyranny of Testing. (New York:
Collier Books, 1962)

u"Letter to the Editor," Harpers, (May, 1961), p. 3.
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Just like the critics of Reconstruction, Hoffmann has chosen
to attack visible pecadilloes and ignore less visible
enormities. One ambiguous multiple choice question out of a
hundred ruins a test, but the often carelessly constructed,
limited sampling, subjectively graded essay examination is
all right,

Dr. Chauncey and other informed critics of Foffmann

were largely alone, however, The first page of The Tyranny

of Testing quotes various reviewers in the popular press and
elsewhere who recommend the book as "required reading" and
"mandatory for every building psychometrician". Further,

two reviews that I looked up in the Book Revliew Digest were

also enthusiastic about The Tyranny of Testing. These
6

s two maga-

reviews were in HargerSS and The National Review
zlnes which are far above the level of the common man. Yet
neither magazine's reviewers could see through Hoffman's

7

specious arguments,

In contrast; David Goslin's The Search for Ability,

which 1s a fair and considered treatment of the problems of
standardized tests, received very little notice and the

excellent Taxonomy of Educational Objectives by Bloom et. al.

was not reviewed at all in the upper middlebrow publications

as far as I know, This seems to offer further proof of the

5Har2ers, (February, 1963), p. 1CS5.
6The National Review, (March 26, 1963), p. 247.

TNeither was liberalism or conservatism of any use,
Harpers is generally considered "liberal", and The National
" n
Revgew conservative",
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applicabllity of Gresham's law to cultural phenomena, that
is, that good books are driven out by bad books,

The respondents were more sophisticated than Hoffmann;
they were willing to admit that the College Boards are
effective (much of Hoffmann's attack is against the College
Boards). The students were not able to see the intrinsic
merits of the course wide final, however. A majority of
students agreed that "course wide finals reward the con-
forming and penalize the creative student"(Q 4L9). Further,
as we have noted several times, students were not able to
see the link between acceleration and the course wide final,

All these things manifest what I have termed concretism.
As with so many other complex societal phenomena, it is the
obvious concrete things which are noticed, rather than the

less obvious but more important aspects.



XVI. PROBLEMS OF THE UNIVERSITY COLLEGE

Another salient finding was the low esteem in which

the University College is held, especially vis-a-vis

Michigan State University. What are some of the reasons for

this?

1, Faculty Problems, Faculty of the Unliversity College

have more teaching duties and fewer research activ-
ities than other faculty at Michigan State Univer-
sity, and this may limit their opportunities to
secure promotions and become better known. Because
1ts course offerings are largely limited to the
basic twelve courses, a member of one of the four
University College Departments ordinarily has a
choice of but three courses to teach., University
College students are almost entirely lower division
undergraduates, so the opportunities for inter-
action with upper divislon and graduate students
are likewise limited. Not all these limitations
are necessarily disagreeable to all faculty members;
there are certainly instructors with a commitment
to general education, But the recruitment of this
kind of faculty member is less frequent than in the

past, Fifteen or twenty years ago some stress was
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laid on finding instructors with a real interest in

general education, but today the University College

teaching Departments appear to be interested in
speclalists in particular subjects.l
2. Student Problems., During the pre-testing of the

Student Questionnaire, students offered several

criticisms of the University College.

a. University College classes are often larger than
those for other courses.

b. Because University College courses are required
of everyone, they may not seem so intellectually
challenging to the better students, who were the
respondents in my study as specialized or
difficult courses in their own major field of
study.

¢, Many students commented unfavorably on the
University College texts; I am not personally
familiar with all the texts used, One of the
Humanities texts, Gombrich's The Story of 5332

lMany of the previous studies of University College had
the active cooperation of the teaching departments. This
dissertation was supported by Office of Evaluation Services
alone, This must be an impressionistic finding, but it
seemed to me that interest in the University College as a
unique educational enterprise was much higher in OES than in

any of the teaching Departments of the University College.
This difference, however, may be due to the longer tenure of

OES staff members.,

2Gombrich, E.H., The Story of Art. (Garden City, N.Y.:
Phaidon Publishers, 19607.
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has always seemed excellent to me. However, the
Social Science 231 text I used seemed very brief
for a four credit course, and included several

articles that seemed to me to be of questionable
merit, including one reprinted from the Saturday

Evening Post.3

3. Other Problems. Because the University College
does not offer degrees, it lacks alumni who might
offer some support for the College. The develop-
ment of the Honors College, a special college at
MSU, presents another problem for the University
College. Honors College students are not required
to enroll in University College courses, creating
an ethos that they are in effect superior to
University College courses. This would seem to
inevitably create some resentment among students
who are not so excused from University College
courses, Unfortunately, the Honors College idea 1is
becoming more popular as shown by developments such
as Justin Morrill College, whose members are also
not required to take University College courses,

Relations with other colleges and departments of
the University have also created some problems for
the University College. The College of Engineering,

for example, does not recognize Natural Science

3nppe The Public Schools Doing Their Job? Yes." The
Saturday Evening Post, Vol. CCXXX No. 12 (Sept. 21, 1957),
Pp. 39, 120, 124125, )
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credit which certainly does not help the prestige
of that University College department. Also,
because the University College does not offer
courses in a particular subject matter but offers
Instead a combination of conventional courses, it
competes 1In some senses at least with the offerings
of the regular departments of MSU. This problem of
the relation of the University College to other
departments 1s one which, as I mentioned before, I
had hoped to explore through interviews with
Department Chairmen.

Finally, there may be some tendency for waiving
and acceleration to draw off the best students, so
that the third term of many University College
courses may lack excellent students. Earlier
studies indicated that this was not so, but these
studies were done before the inception of the
walver program which has so expanded in recent years
as to dwarf all previous independent study programs.

In fact, the University College has come to be
viewed as obsolete by some., According to this view,
the University College was appropriate at a time
when MSU was largely oriented toward technical and
agricultural education. The University College
then provided a needed balance of more traditional
academic education in the arts and sciences. (More

traditional in some sense at least, in other
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respects, of course, the Basic College was a rad-
ical departure from traditional "liberal educa-
tion.") ©Now, however, this function is less
necessary because MSU offers more courses in the
traditional academic subjects. Also, the hoped-for
consolidation of the sciences which is implicit in
the University College approach has not occurred,
and this too has left the University College on a
dead end street.LL

I do not accept most of the analysis in the pre-
ceding paragraph,s but the mere fact that it is held
by some is another measure of the University College's
weakness,

These, then, are some of the problems the University
College faces., There has recently been some talk of aban- -
doning the University College. I am entirely unsure as to
what the future holds for the University College, and it is
questionable how much of a guide the opinions of the students
in my sample can be for a measure of general attitudes toward

uThese ideas were suggested, although not endorsed, by
Dr, OClmsted in personal conversation,

5In particular, I disagree with the idea implicit in
the paragraph that there 1s no longer a place for general-
1zed courses. Specialization has certainly increased, but
this very specialization has increased the value of general
education in at least some respects, Much of the speciali-
zation which has taken place is interdisciplinary speciali-
zation, biochemistry, social psychology, and the like., This
dissertation is a fairly good example of this new kind of
specialization; it is concerned with an educational topic,
but 13 not truly an Education thesis., For this kind of

cross disciplinary work, ordinary course lines are at once
too specialized and not specialized enough.
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the University College. Many of these students enrolled in
very few University College courses, and here the atypicality
of the sample might bias the results in such a way as to make
things look worse for the University College than they, in
fact, are., In any case, it seems that the University College
position is not so secure as it was ten or fifteen years

ago. This study is, of course, concerned with the course
wide final, not the University College. Nevertheless, as we
have seen in the Data Analysis Section, the course wide

final i1s seen as very much a part of the University College,
and certainly one cannot ignore the institutional context of
the course wide final, I shall subsequently consider some
possible solutions for the problems of the University College,
but first I should 1like to briefly discuss a few of the

problems of the course wide final,
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Problems of the Course Wide Final

The course wide final is not so disliked as the
University College, but it is not nearly so well liked as
MSU., Certeinly, part of the course wide final's problem is
the generalization of dislike of the University College.

Yet there are some features of the course wide final indepen-
dent of 1ts connection with MSU that may create dislike.,
Strangely enough, some of these are the very features which
account for much of the excellence of the course wide final,
but then my findings are filled with paradoxes,

Independent evaluation as exemplified by the course
wide final is a lonesome method of grading. It is not found
before or after in the individual's academic career, The
student goes from teacher-made tests in high school to
teacher-made tests in his upper division courses and graduate
school, This lonesomeness of University College grading is
especially bad when considered in conjunction with the
University College's low status. Independent evaluation is
used as a selection device in such things as the MSU Entrance
Exams, the College Boards, and the Iowa Tests of Educational
Development, and here the respondents are more accepting of
independent evaluation. A kind of conservatism seems to
operate here; what exists is accepted., Extension of inde-
pendent evaluation in the classroom, where it is not common,
is resoundingly rejected.

University College faculty members do not appear to

support the course wide final and independent evaluation,
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I have no precise data on this, but faculty members
were very free in their criticisms of the course wice final
during the Faculty Interviews, and from all that I can learn
in talking to students and Office of Evaluation Services
staff members, the faculty i1s most reticent about explaining
the benefits of independent evaluation to their students,

Finally, University College course wide finals are
disliked because they are so good! The following quotation
from Paul Dressel puts it well. Dressel is describing the
results of a questionnaire study undertaken in the mid-fifties.

Basic College Examinations
Over half (53%) of the graduates felt that the Basic
course examinations were inferior to the others they
experienced and only 10%-15% regarded them as better.

This strong and consistent reaction to both the old

comprehensive and the more recent term examination re-

sults from several factors which we can extract from
the written comments. Some of the students do not like
objective tests and some do not like the welght at-

tached to them in determination of the final grade.
The central objection, however, is that the examina-

tions are ambiguous — guessing games or intelligence
tests rather than tests of what is covered in the
course, ’

Only a few students are perceptive enough to recog-
nize the deliberate intent in the examination to pose
a question in a new guise or to require an application
or a relating of ideas rather than recall. [Infer-
ential rather than recall tests, my note] Such ques-
tions are somewhat more difficult but the real problem
1s that many of the students do not realize that these
are reasonable tasks, both appropriate and amenable to
reason, Somehow in our courses we have failed to
direct the attention of some students beyond the
specific facts to the underlying concepts and princi-
ples, and to the applicability of these to a wide
range of situations and problems. It is not surprising
that this is so; it 1s a difficult task.

It 1s easy to rationalize away unpleasant evidence
rather than face up to it. We are convinced that the
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reactions of these graduates to our examinations should
not be ignored. We, too, are less than completely sat-
isfied with our examinations, but the correction of our
disgatisfaction would result in more emphasis on 6
thought and cause more dissatisfaction with students.

6Dressel, Paul L. (ed.), Evaluation in the Basic College

at Michigan State University. (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 19%58), pp. 93-94




XVITI., NESTING OF IKVENTICIIS

Do our data help answer one of our original gquestions,

that of why acceleration doesn't revolutionize education for

better students as it appears to have the potential to do?

Let us consider some of the basic findings:

1.

2.

The University College is not well liked by the
respondents, The overall evaluation of the
University College 1is negative, and students show
surprising agreement with various proposals which
amount to effective abandonment of the University
College.

The waiver program 1s very well liked, but it is
seen primarily as a means of escape from dull
courses, not as a means of qualifying for accel-
eration or as part of a program of independent
study. Some of the anomalies of the enthusiasm
for the waiver program coupled with the dislike of
the University College were shown in the graphs in
the Data Analysis chapters, especially Chapter IX.
The acceleration program, like the waiver program,
1s well liked, and a proposal for extending accel-
eration to other colleges of M3SU was widely
endorsed, However, students did not see any link

between acceleration and the course wide final,

230
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and when asked which program was the more important,
students chose walving over acceleration by a 2:1
margin,

L. Attitudes toward the course wide final were not
nearly so favorable as those toward waiving and
acceleration, Attitudes toward the course wide
final were not related to those toward waiving and
acceleration, while attitudes toward the University
College were closely related to attitudes toward
the course wide final, and the course wide final
was not seen as a good test for better students.

5. Although students failed to see any link between
the course wide final and acceleration, a student
in the sample was more than twenty times as likely
to successfully accelerate a University College
course as he was to attempt acceleration in a non-
University College course,

What may we conclude from these findings? Waiving and
acceleration are well liked but their existence is contingent
on the exlstence of the course wide final and independent
evaluation program whose existence is, in turn, contingent
on the existence of the University College.

How 1s 1t that two popular programs depend on two
relatively unpopular ones? Let us consider waiving first,
Much of waiving's popularity as mentioned above 1s not a
supplement to the University College nor a means of qualify-
ing for acceleration, Instead, waiving 1s a means of avoid-

ing unwanted University College courses. In fact, 85% of
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the students endorsed the "automatic waiver" scheme, an idea
which would vitiate the real waiver (Q 16). Without the
University College, there will be in effect a 100% automatic
wailver for everybody.

The case of acceleration is a little more complex. The
idea of acceleration is well liked, but very few of the
students understood the dependence of acceleration on the
courgse wide final., Eighty-seven percent of the students
would like to see a program set up to accelerate non-
University College courses, but only 10% have any idea of
what 1t would take to make such a program effective (Q's 60
and 61).

In more general sociological terms, we may see the
acceleration program as a latent function of the course wide
final which is, in turn, a latent function of the University
College. What students perceive as manifest dysfunctions of
the course wide final and the University College are so
salient that the relationship between them and acceleration
1s obscured,

The dependence of one invention upon another is shown
when an important part of society changes. The Giesl ex-
haust provides a good example. This was an amazing improve-
ment which, at very little cost, greatly increased the
efficiency of the steam locomotive, Yet the Glesl exhaust
never achieved any real importance because 1t was not
developed until the late 19,0's when the steam locomotive

was considered obsolete.
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Any invention is nested within a whole constellation
of other inventions. The automobile required strong steel,
machine tools, petroleum, and a whole host of other in-
ventions to become practical. The automobile is an ex-
tremely successful invention; the course wide final has not
been so successful., Yet the course wide final, unlike the
Giesl exhaust, may suffer from being ahead of its time
rather than behind.

Perhaps we can use the example of Reconstruction once
again, as an even closer parallel, Here was an effort to
radically innovate and change existing modes of control
which was confined toa fraction of the country, which was
violently opposed by many, and waich finally failed because
many of its proponents became lukewarm toward it.l This
was especially so after the deaths of Sumner and Stevens,
and as a further paralled it might be noted that the 100%
comprehensive examination was abandoned after the death of
the first Dean of the University College. Today the 1ldeas
of Reconstruction are again important, and the legislation
passed during Reconstruction has been revivified, Yet
will it take a century for this to happen to the course wide
final?

Ogburn's theory of cultural 1ag2 is concerned with

what happens when other aspects of society do not change in

lsee Chapter XVII.

2Ogburn, William, Social Change. (lew York: Dell
Publishing Co., 1966)
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accordance with the conditions created by new inventions.
Medieval social structures remained long after their use-
fulness had been destroyed by rising capitalism, and were
finally destroyed in some cases only by such violent up-
heavels as the French Revolution. Adequate workmren's
compensation laws were not enacted for a long time after the
development of the new and dangerous machinery of the
nineteenth century. Finally, a more recent example is the
need for metropolitan area government to deal with the
vastly expanded urban areas created by the automobile,

Cultural lag seems relevant in explaining some of the
problems of independent evaluation. The invention of the
course wide final has created a set of demands that the
conventional pattern of classes may be unable to fulfill. I
should like to suggest in a small way how this lag might be
lessened. Two sets of recommendations follow:

l. A set of practical recommendations.

2. Some utopian proposals which would more fully

utilize the potentiallity of independent evaluation.



235

Practical Proposals

One problem faced by the University College, which 1is
especially relevant to this study, 1s the lack of appre-
ciation of the course wide final. This was manifested in
two ways:

1. There was little understanding of the relationship
between the course wide final and waiving and
acceleration.

2. Few students realized that the course wide final is
an intrinsically better examination, an inferential
multiple choice test which measures understanding
rather than merely recall,

Students were well aware of the exlistence of waiving
and acceleration and this awareness came early in their
college careers, So it seems that a pamphlet analogous to
"Making College Programs lore Flexible" might be used to
explain the dependence of waiving and acceleration on the
course wide final, I am not so sanguine about the chances
for making students appreciate the intrinsic benefits of
course wide finals as better tests; I am afraid that
Dressel's 1958 rermarks still apply.3 Yet certainly a
pamphlet such as the one on the following page could do no
harm,

In addition, Dr. Warrington, Head of the Office of

Evaluation Services, or Dr. Carlin, Dean of the University

3See "Problems of the Course wide Final', Chapter XVI.
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College, might make a brief speech during orientation which
would explain and extol the course wide final and the op-
portunities it makes possible. There is no reason to confine
these remarks to the students. Some sort of handbook

could be prepared for new University College faculty mem-
bers; this handbook could point out that the course wide
final saved the instructor the fuss and bother of final
examination preparation and insured that his students would

be fairly graded.
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Questions and Answers About the
Course Wide Final

The course wide final given in the University College

courses probably represents a new method of grading for you.

Here are a few questions and answers about the course wide

finalo

1. Who writes the course wide final?

A special examiner in conjuction with a committee
from the appropriate Department spends a whole term
working on the examination.

2., Why use a multiple choice format, doesn't that just
test recall?

The multiple choice format enables us to grade your
paper faster and more accurately, It enables you
to spend more time thinking and less time writing

than you would with an essay format, Multiple choice

exams which are carefully written do not just test
recall; they test your ability to reason and apply
familiar facts 1n new contexts,

3. I have heard that the course wide final is just a
kind of IQ test,

This is also untrue. Students who do not know the
material covered by the examination cannot possibly
pass it, no matter how intelligent they may be,

. But why have a special test, why not just let the
Instructor write the examination?

Why hire an architect to design a building or a
physician to perform an operation? Much of the
progress of our age is due to specialization,
Everyone does what he can do best; by having a
special committee devote a whole term to an examina-
tion, 1t is possible to get a far better examlnation
than an Instructor could write in the limited time
available to him, The student is assured of much
fairer grading by having the opportunity to take a
test made up by experts.

5. Are there any other advantages to the course wide
final?

Yes. Your grade is compared with those of all the
students for the course so that it will not depend
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on whether your instructor is an easy or difficult
grader, Also, it is the ccurse wide final that
makes the waiver and acceleration programs possible.
The University College is the only college at MSU
which has a significant amount of credit granted by
examination throuch independent study. This is be-
cause the course wide final makes 1t possible to
evaluate the performance of students who have not
had contact with an instructor,
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Utopian Ideas

The preceding proposals could probably be implemented
rather easily. The following ideas are far more ambitious
and are unlikely to be realized, since they run counter to
the past trends in the use of independent evaluation., 1In
large part they represent an approach similar to that used
in the University of Chicago, and independent evaluation has
retreated sharply there. Nonetheless, I think that the
following is useful in suggesting some of the possibilities
offered by the extensive use of independent evaluation,

The following is a list of changes which I believe will
more fully exploit the advantages offered by the course wide
final,

All students should be required to take an examination
similar to the present walver examlnation. Yet instead of
simply receiving a "walved with special permission", "waived",
or "failled to waive" score, the student's scores should be
multiple battery scores with his strengths and weaknesses in
the particular course analyzed by a computer program. Note
that Honors College students would also be required to take
this examination which might be retitled a proficiency exam;
if Honors College students are superior, they shouldn't ob-
Ject to proving it on the proficiency examination.

The proficiency examination should probably be longer
than the present wailver examination to insure adequate reli-

ak)ility for sub-sections; however, the amount of time spent

©n 1t would still be small indeed. In addition, the
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examination should probtably not be printed, but should in-
stead be presented by means of a television screen or some
other electronic method which would obviate the problem of
distribution and disposal of o0ld examinations. Also, it
should be possible to have ten or fifteen alternate forms or
reshufflings of questions by this method, thus obviating the
problem of copying from another student's paper,

Reglonal examination centers might also be set up for
the coordination of the University College courses with the
community colleges of Michigan., This would allow community
college students who were planning to attend Michigan State
the advantage of taking University College courses, thereby
allowing low cost education near home for the first two
years, while insuring uniform quality throughout the state.

The course wide final examination should again count
100% of the student's grade as it did prior to 1953, How-
ever, 1t should not be given only at the end of the year as
it was then; instead, the policy of giving the course wide
final at the end term should be continued, and in addition,
a course wide midterm should be given to apprise students of
thelr progress and to avoild pinning a student's whole grade
on a single examination. In reading the 1949 book

Comprehensive Examinations in a Program of General Education,

the sample questions appeared to be more concerned with
general knowledge of the subject matter rather than specifi-
cally tied to a particular text as are the questions of the

Present course wide final. Dressel comments on this in the
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1958 book Evaluation in the Basic College and attributes it

to the practice of giving exams for each term's work rather
than a single exam for a whole year's work, but I see no in-
herent reason why a course wide final for a single term
could not be broadly interpretive rather than tied to a
particular set of readings,

Finally, it might be a good idea to allow students
gsome feedback on the results of their examinations and have
some kind of post-test session where they could go over the
final examination with the examiner. This propcsal, however,
raises problems with questions which the examiners wish to

reuse.,
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Instructional Techniques

The use of the proficiency examination described above
should make 1t possible for each student to have an instruc-
tional program specially tailored for him, In place of a
student going to all classes as he usually does now, or
going to none if he accelerates, the courses would be re-
packa-ed into small units, so that a student could enroll in
just those units he needed,

All inefficient splits between mechanized teaching and
personal interaction should be curtailed. Huge lecture sec-
tions and live television classes should probably be
abandoned in favor of video tape recordings. The present use
of television sections in the University College appears to
have a large amount of featherbedding in it; it is used for
only a few of the sections rather than all, Instead of this,
televised instruction should <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>