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ABSTRACT

Studies of Teaching and Leai'ninff in a Polytechnic,

Thomas Baum.

This study concerns the development of feedback mechanisms to enable 
teachers in higher education to obtain information about various aspects 
of their teaching and to facilitate more effective communication between 
teachers and students. ,

The initial stage was a large-scale survey of students and teachers in
a Polytechnic, designed to identify and quantify a gap in the perceptions 
of teachers and students about the process in which they are jointly;
engaged. While a gap was discernable, the survey showed it to be •; "
different according to the,course and subject involved.

Consequently, mechanisms were developed to enable teachers to obtain 
feedback on their own teaching situation; these draft ideas were contained 
in a booklet, "Communication about Communication", which was circulated 
to all staff in the institution. Case studies of the use of the schedules 
are described. Validation techniques for use by teachers on their own 
instruments were tested in conjunction with the main project and these 
are described.

One of the main problems facing a project of this nature relates to 
teacher attitudes and these were explored by means of a sample survey.

'>11



DECLARATION

Re: Tlie dissertation entitled

STUDIES OF TEACHING AND LEARNING IN A POLYTECHNIC

I certify that the dissertation I am submitting for the degree of 

Master of Philosophy has not been accepted in substance for any 

degree and is not being concurrently submitted in canditure for 

any degree.

1 also certify that 1 have not been a registered candidate for another 

award of the C.N.A.A. or of a university during the research programme.

Signed

f iiL /) '

AD;'-' : - 1





STUDIES OF TEACHING AND LEARNING 
IN A POLYTECHNIC

WAYS OF IMPROVING LEARNING BY STIMULATING COMMUNICATION BETWEEN 
TEACHERS AND STUDENTS ABOUT THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESSES IN WHICH 

THEY ARE ENGAGED.

Thomas George Baum B.A., M.A.

Submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the 
degree of Master of I’hilosophy of the Council for National 
Academic Awards.

School of Education, 
Trent Polytechnic, 
Nottingham.

September 1980.



ProQuest Number: 10290233

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,

a note will indicate the deletion.

uest.

ProQuest 10290233

Published by ProQuest LLC(2016). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.

All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.

ProQuest LLC 
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 

P.Q. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to acknowledge the support and guidance of my supervisors 
during this research programme, Mr. B. Neilson, Deputy Director> Trent 
Polytechnic; Mr. D. Fox, Centre for Studies in Further and Higher 
Education, Trent Polytechnic and, in particular. Dr. M. Bassey of the 
School of Education at Trent Polytechnic. Without his sustained interest 
and advice, the project would not have reached completion.

My grateful thanks are also due to the staff and students of Trent Poly
technic, far too numerous to mention individually, without whose co-oper
ation and interest, this study would have been a non-starter.



INTRODUCTION

The central theme of this thesis focuses on two concepts, comm
unication and accountability. At first glance, their association 
in the field of teaching in higher education may seem somewhat 
tenuous and, indeed, their consideration under the same umbrella 
is the result of investigation in an area which is influenced by 
conflicting, even contradictory, factors. Communication is undoubt
edly the mainstay of this work. The crux tenet of this thesis is 
that communication about pedagogy between a teacher and his students 
is a crucial factor in the effectivenesss of the teaching-learning 
process in which they are jointly engaged. Where the teacher-student 
relationship is co-operative and is geared towards like objectives, 
this can only enhance the effectiveness of the student learning 
which accrues. Conversely, an association based on misunderstanding 
and deta chment must be to the detriment of the learning process.
It is hoped that this thesis will go some way towards substantiating 
these assertions.
In terms of accountability in teaching, this thesis is an attempt 
to maintain the recognition for the need for more public scrutiny 
of teaching within the control of the teacher himself, not with
standing the need for credible practice, and thus to avoid some 
of the feared excesses which are suggested when the appraisal or 
evaluation of teaching is discussed. It is a significant feature 
of the contemporary situation in further and higher education that 
teachers are faced with increasing demands for accountability in 
relation to their professional activities. Economic stringencies 
coupled with a growing "consumer" consciousness among the student 
body is creating a situation in which the teacher may be required 
to justify his methods, course content, use of resources, strategies 
of assessment and general approach to teaching in a way that is 
largely alien to the traditional approach to teaching in this country, 
The teacher today is less able to maintain the "splendid isolation" 
within his classroom and, consequently, must be sensitive to all 
indicators, internal and external, regarding his teaching. One 
result of this has been the mushrooming of interest in various 
methods of obtaining feedback on a teacher's activities. Research 
and development work in the United States dates back to the early 
years of this century but in Britain it is a comparatively recent 
phenomenon. A review of the salient literature, contained in chapter 
2, will give some indication of these developments. Communication



and accountability are linked in their association with feedback 
on teaching; the concern of many teachers is that feedback will 
operate as a means of appraising and controlling their perform
ance. This has presented problems of conflict of interests in 
relation to this project where the hope was that feedback on teach
ing could act as a facilitator for improved communication between 
a teacher and his students.
These two central concepts had not been clearly evolved at the onset 
of the project. The starting point for the Teaching Analysis Pro
ject was the description on the basis of which the project was 
advertised. Entitled "Self-analysis schedules in higher education", 
it said:

"The Polytechnic Teaching Analysis Projdct is to be a series 
of action research investigations into teaching and learn
ing in the.Polytechnic. This will entail the development, 
use and evaluation of a series of self-analysis tasks which 
could be used by Polytechnic teachers to monitor the learn
ing experiences of their studfents".^

This initial statement placed emphasis on the development of mat
erials and procedures for teachers to improve-monitor their students' 
learning. The form and orientation of these materials was not spec
ified; this would depend upon the teaching- learning climate which 
was found in the institution. The emphasis of the project was on 
action research activities in the sense that each new direction was 
to be determined by value judgements made as a result of the pre
vious activities. While a generalised series of objectives and a prag
matic rationale could be identified, these were amenable to alter
ation and were by no means based on pre-experimental hypotheses.
The first stage of the project involved a "field" testing exercise 
to determine the perceptions of teaching and learning held by 
students and their teachers in the Polytechnic. This survey is des
cribed in chapter 3. The initial conception of this exercise took 
the form of a fairly conventional survey exercise,which, it was hoped, 
would produce some quantifiable indication of a disparity (or other
wise) of perception between staff and students.This approach , in

2essence, accepted what Parlett and Hamilton (1972) , among others, 
have described as the agricultural-botany paradigm for social and 
educational research and evaluation. This original attempt to iden
tify a numerical "gap" proved abortive and led to a re-thinking of 
the purpose of the exercise.



Had the survey been designed solely to collect information accord
ing to pre-specified criteria, a major re-thinking process would 
have entailed redesign and further testing of instruments as well, 
possibly, as a repeat of a survey exercise. However, even at this 
stage, some concern was felt at the appropriateness of the tradit
ional scientific paradigm for the collection of data for use in 
practical teaching situations. A fairly conventional survey format 
was originally adopted because it appeared to be the most approp- 
raite approach and one that was "academicly respectable". It is 
only relatively recently that some social scientists have questioned 
the applicability of the scientific model to social and educational 
activity, such as the teaching environment, and the kind of data 
which is generated in sociological and educational situations.3Bassey (1980) surveys some of the arguments in relation to educ
ational research methodologies,while in the sociological field, Bus- 
field and Paddon (1977)^, undertake an empassioned rejection of much 
of their own work on the family on methodological grounds. They 
argue the inappropriateness of thè conventional survey method for 
dealing with social phenomena and extend this concern by concen
trating on the academic climate which channelled them into a research 
design, probably inappropriate for the material being dealt with.

"Tlie conviction that a good sociological study means a survey 
and preferably a survey that incorporates the application 
of sophisticated statistical procedures originates from a 
particular view about scientific knowledge; a view that is 
not only positivistic but believes in particular that it 
is not merely facts, but quantifiable facts that are the 
basis of scientific knowledge-; It originates, moreover, 
from a desire to make sociology a respectable science, to 
give it the appearance of a science. It is hard to believe 
that outsiders will long remain impressed ( if they ever 
were) with the knowledge that is yielded by this pseudo
science. Sociologists would be more successful if they 
concerned themselves with trying to understand and explain 
social phenomena than with trying to make their subject 
appear scientific."^

Parlett and Hamilton, in their discussion of illunination as an alt
ernative to scientific procedures in the evaluation of innovation 
in education, adopt a similar line which is of particular relevance 
in the context of the present project, in itself an innovatory exer
cise. The authors identify five major shortcomings to educational
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evaluations utilising the agricultural-botany paradigm.
i) The paradigm is inappropriate for the numerous relevant parameters 
which characterise educational situations. Responses to this crit
icism are the use of very large samijles, which makes evaluation 
prior to application impossible, or the strict control of the env
ironment, the educational laboratory situation, which in itself'is 
highly unsatisfactory in many respects. Both are expensive in money 
and time.
ii) The paradigm uses research designs which assume that there is no 
change during the period of study in the case of a before-and-after 
model and that the material being evaluated or surveyed has a constancy 
which enables generalisations to be drawn from information gained at
a particular time. Especially with regard to the present project, there 
is a paucity of evidence to support this view.
iii) The paradigm is based on the scientific method of data collection 
and so tends to impose artificial and arbitrary restrictions on the 
scope of the study, for example by excluding the use of "subjective" 
information. ,
iv) Research based on this paradigm, utilising large samples and 
seeking generalisations, can easily be insensitive to detail and 
unusual results.
v) The paradigm does not encourage the varied concerns of particip- : 
ants, sponsors and others to be articulated when this approach to 
evaluation and research is adopted.
Because of these shortcomings, Parlett and Hamilton advocate illumin
ative evaluation, based on the social- anthropology paradigm, arguing 
that this approach "takes account of the wider contexts in which the 
educational programmes function"^ The main emphasis is on descrip
tion and interpretation as opposed to the measurement and prediction 
of the agricultural-botany paradigm; a concern for process rather than 
ends. Its advocates claim that the model "stands unambiguously within7the alternative anthropological paradigm". It is also the closest to 
the research and development methodology which was eventually adopted 
on the present project. However, the move wa^ not a conscious reorien
tation or a deliberate adoption of an alternative research methodology. 
It was a shift based on the requirements of the project at spec
ific times which were more consistent with the objectives of the 
project than an approach based on the conventional scientific para
digm. As noted previously, concern with the conventional survey app
roach to data gathering arose fairly early in the project. The orig



inal premise was that a large-scale survey of student and teacher 
opinion on courses and instruction within a large institution could 
produce a consistent pattern of disparate responses, differing in 
extent, but not in kind. This was conceived of as a gap in the per
ceptions about a course which are held by the student body and their 
teachers. It was assumed that this gap could be indexed or quantified 
so as to produce a composite "gap score", notionally indicating the 
degree of problems evident on a particular course. While it was ack
nowledged that the responses of staff and students could, in theory, 
fall at any point along what was in effect a unidimensional scale, the 
strong expectation was that staff would consistently perceive the 
course in a more favourable light than their students. Distribution 
of average scores was expected to mirror those obtained in response 
to individual questions; for example three courses were expected to 
produce a distribution of the type illustrated in Table I, below:

LOW SCORE, NEGATIVE 
VIEW OF COURSE

HIGH SCORE, POSITIVE 
VIEW OF COURSE

0 Staff 
X Students

Table I
In retrospect, it is clear that this rather naive expectation was 
based on a number of unarticulated assumptions :
i) that teachers are wholly committed to courses on which they teach 
and perceive them, on the whole, in a favourable light.
ii) that students are generally dissatisfied, to differing extents with 
their courses.
iii) that areas of concern can be rated, placed in hierachical order 
and given numerical equivalence.
iv) that areas of concern which teachers perceive to be of great 
importance to the success or otherwise of a course, are perceived 
likewise by students.
v) that particular issues have a negative or positive effect on the 
effectiveness of a course in direct proportion to their given numer
ical value or estimated importance as attributed by teacher or 
researcher.
vi) that expressed opinions reflect a constant attitude on all the 
issues and, in some way, are an accurate reflection of attitudes to 
a course, unaffected by immediately contemporary events.
vii) that the opinions of students and staff on a course are relat
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ively homogenous within each grou%).
viii) that a structured questionnaire survey is a valid approach
to the gathering of information about staff and student perceptions 
of a course.
ix) that teachers and students will interpret questions framed in 
the same way, in a similar manner.
Identified in this manner, these assumptions do not stand up to 
close scrutiny. However, they were implicit in the thinking behind 
the original stages of the project. The survey was intended to pro
vide evidence of problems related to the disparate perceptions of 
staff and students on courses and indicators as to how these could 
be tackled. In the event, the survey provided a negation of the 
implicit assumptions and a series of results which were in no way 
amenable to the anticipated quantification. The assumptions were 
negated as follows:
i) Teachers indicated a wide range of commitment to and enthusiasm 
for the courses on which they taught. Problems which had not been 
anticipated but which the open-ended responses identified in part, 
included servicing courses in other departments and new members 
of staff teaching courses designed prior to their arrival.
ii) Many courses undoubtedly appear to be meeting the expectations 
of students enrolled on them and, consequently, the level of satis
faction of many students is high. Indeed, on occasions, students do 
not identify the problems which concern their teachers and perceive 
the course in a more favourable light,
iii) It became evident early in the survey that concerns need not 
be of an overt nature to adversely affect the running of a course.
The unstructured comments provided by students, moreover, suggested 
that the importance atta died to various categories of complaints 
by students on different courses, varied significantly; Such categ
ories include teaching methods, work load, social facilities and 
tutor-support. There is no way that these can be meaningfully ranked, 
given numerical value and relative equivalence as a result of such 
valuation.
iv) Students and their teachers do not necessarily identify the same 
problems as possible causes of disquiet or as mitigating against 
effective learning on a course. Furthermore, issues which are per
ceived as of fundamental importance by one side of the lectern, may 
appear to be of little consequence to those on the other.
v) Clearly, in view of the evidence relating to iii) and iv), par
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ticular issues cannot be weighted in a useful manner and their 
effect on courses cannot be predicted in any systematic or numerical 
way.
vi) The notion that a "one-off" survey can identify a constant att
itude among respondents, valid for more than just that particular 
time, was soon evident as fallacious. Because responses indicated 
considerable influence by immediate and, probably, short-term, issues 
any evaluation or rating in relation to a course, will be influenced 
by these issues and cannot reflect any longer-term attitudes with 
any certainty. Evidence for the impact of immediate concerns was 
clearly evident from the unstructured comment.
vii) The evidence from the survey soon indicated a frequent wide 
variation in the perceptions of both teachers and students about 
courses. It is possible that the instruments were at fault. If 
this indeed were the case, it is a reservation which can be applied 
to all questionnaire surveys. It is a problem of validity which it 
is very difficult to counteract. This not withstanding, there is no 
logical reason why groups Of students or teachers should have homo- 
geiyus perceptions of aspects of the courses with which they are 
involved. Students have disparate motives, aspirations and back-: 
grounds while their teachers likewise vary and have differing levels 
of commitment and interest in the course.
viii) The methodological shortcomings of survey research have already 
been refe^éd to; suffice to say that the largerscale, summative
type of investigation was riot really appropriate, although it was 
subsequently used as the basis for further investigations in a 
different capacity.
ix) Discussion, validation exercises and the unstructured comments 
showed clearly that there was some difference in the inteiqjret- 
ation placed on aspects of some questions by teachers and their 
students. This clearly invalidates any attempts to arrive at a com
parable attitudinal index.
It is,therefore, clearly evident that a number of fundamental assump
tions upon which the initial stage of the project was based were un
founded. This realisation could have necessitated a complete redesign 
of the project and a new start based on an alternative hypothesis. 
However, this approach was rejected, partly because the large-scale 
survey method, however constructed, could not provide the kind of 
long-term indicator of course perceptions and morale which were 
required.
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Experience from this first survey caused a shift from an investig
ation to determine generalised indicators of teaching and learning 
problems to means by which individual teachers or teams can iden
tify specific problems on their courses. This represents a move to 
a phenomonological perception of the teaching and learning process, 
that each such event or linked series of events represent unique 
happenings. Obviously, there is considerable common ground between, 
for example, different lectures within one course as well as in 
broader contexts. However, it is the differnce between such events 
which would seem to have an over-riding influence on how things 
actually operate on a course and these are the areas where the 
teacher (and the students) may well be able to act and counteract 
negative effects which may have been raised by the particular issue. 
If it is accepted that each teaching situation is predominantly 
characterised by its unique features rather than by common denom
inators with other situations, any attempts to develop "universal 
panaceas" for teaching problems or their identification is a some
what spurious and invalid exercise. Once this position became clear, 
the focus of the project shifted from attempting to measure a per
ception gap between students and teachers which might be reflect
ive of a genuine and detrimental problem at the "coal-face", to a 
general acceptance that such problems do exist, in varying forms 
and to differing extents, on all courses. Therefore, attempts to 
identify them should be tailored to the particular features and 
requirements of the courseë in question.
The response to this position was the conception, preparation and 
testing of the booklet, "Communication about Communication". This 
contains germane ideas for obtaining information about "how things 
are going" on a variety of aspects of teaching and learning. The 
approach was not intended to replace face-to-face discussion- 
rather, it was hoped that the ideas contained in the booklet-would 
facilitate such communication, generating from two questions, 
addressed to teachers and which formed the starting point to the 
booklet :
i) To what extent do you discuss the educational process of a course 
with students; do you give them FEED-IN sta. tements?
ii) To what extent to you discuss effectiveness during a course; do 
you get FEED-BACK statements from your students?
The thinking behind these questions was that the kind of dialogue 
between teachers and students which they suggest can enhance the
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processes of teaching, Feed-in statements refer to areas which can
not be easily formalised and where the onus is very much on the in
dividual teacher to initiate action, although course policy can in
fluence such processes. The booklet contains seven questions for 
the teacher to muse over which suggest a variety of strategies for 
action in this area. They refer to the kinds of information about 
course processes which a teacher can share with his students- aims 
and objectives, course programme, teaching methods, location of 
resources, intentions for individual teaching sessions, modes of 
assessment and general attitudes to a real dialogue about these 
issues,
Feed-back is most effectively obtained through a face-to-face ex
change of ideas and concerns. The short questionnaires contained in 
"Communication about Communication" were designed to facilitate 
discussion between teacher and students ; to act, in a sense, as 
ice-breaker where full confidence or co-operation was not yet fully 
in evidence. While available for use in the form in which they are 
included in the booklet, the expectation was that questionnaires 
contained in the booklet would serve as examples to generate ideas 
for their modification or complete re-writing. This was encouraged 
in the pi'eamble : "It is envisaged that these questionnaires will 
be modified by you and used according to particular needs"? In 
practice, this was also encouraged at the onset of each use by 
staff, even if this merely took the form of adapting existing 
schedules by blocking out or adding questions. In a sense, the book
let was designed as a propaganda instrument to promote the ideas, 
rather than the actual, exact content, so as to initiate formal
ised feed-back as a stepping stone to the more informal, and prob
ably more effective, forms of feed-back to assist in the facilit
ation of improved teaching and learning.
The examples contained in "Communication about Communication" were 
designed to be short and framëd in simple, every-day language. Cer
tain conventions which are fairly widely practiced in questionnaire 
design were not adopted; examples of these include the number of 
response options used and the use of "can't answer" instead of 
"don't know". The rationale behind these decisions in contained 
in chapter .4, Tlie booklet contains examples pertaining to a 
fairly wide range of course situations; these are not intended to 
be exhaustive. Each example includes comments on the potential use 
of a schedule in the particular area referéd to.
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Among the notional advantages of using a standardised and well- 
tested student feed-back instrument is that it should be both valid 
and reliable. This will not necessarily be the case with instruments 
modified or designed as part or in response to this project. Because 
of the qua si-phenomenological view of teaching which underpins the 
project, reliability does not become an issue of consequence because 
no yardsticks for retesting or split-half testing are available. Any 
differences occurp.ng during retesting with the same group or admin
istration separately to two halves of a target population will poss
ibly be reflective of group characteristics rather than the unrel
iability of the instrument. In any case, the purpose of the exercise 
and the frequently small groups involved, do not make reliability 
testing a worthwhile undertaking. Validity is another matter. While 
not of crucial importance to the role of the instruments as facil
itators, it is none-the-less preferable to operate with reasoi|bly 
valid instruments. If any credence is to be atta ched to the diag
nostic value of the schedules which teachers prepare, validity 
becomes an issue of greater significance. Techniques were developed 
and tested to enable teacher^ to avoid some of the more serious val
idity pitfalls; these are described in chapter 6.. Finally, a 
survey of teacher attitudes to the project philosophy and pragmatic 
rationale was undertaken with the twin purpose of determining the 
impact of the project and promoting some of the ideas which influ
enced it. This is described in chapter 7.
The end-product of this thesis is somewhat different to that antic
ipated at its onset. Tlie purpose of this chapter has been to introd
uce the reader to the main features of its evolution, to identify 
the thinking behind the decisions which influenced its progress 
and to map out what should be seen as largely developmental
work in the following chapters. An appraisal of the success or 
otherwise of the approach which was finally adopted will be attempted 
in the concluding chapter.
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Chapter Two 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The main problem relating to this literature review is the volume 
of salient material which has been published, world-wide. To attempt 
to acknowledge all, or even a representative sample of it, would be 
a futile exercise and really the task of an annotated bibliography, 
which this review is not. Therefore, it must necessarily be very 
selective while, at the same time, doing justice to the ideas and 
influences which relate to the seminal themes of this thesis. Ref
erence to authority is one of the essential millstones of contemp
orary research and one that is necessary, both to avoid plagiarism 
and to support or justify arguments or approaches. At the time of 
Locke or Rousseau, both influential authorities on education, little 
more was expected than a number of oblique references to past and 
contemporary thinkers and writers on the subject; ideas might even 
be borrowed complete and used, unacknowledged. This practice would, 
of course, be totally unacceptable today and, consequently, this 
chapter will concern itself with the consideration of two facets 
of the literature which have had direct and significant influence 
on the development and implementation of the project. Certain per
ipheral areas will, of necessity, be excluded; these include the 
vast and, often, very useful literature on teaching methods in 
higher education as well as research references to student study 
skills. These aspects have not been ignored and papers which have 
been refer&d to, have been included in the supplementary biblio
graphy which is included as an appendix to this thesis. The two 
main areas for consideration will be:

a) The literature on evaluation and educational research meth
odology which has contributed to the development of the project;
b) The literature on student evaluation and student feed-back 
on teaching.

Literature on Methodology

The social science research model which has been traditionally 
accepted as respectable in academic circles appears to have been 
derived directly from that applicable in the pure and applied sci
ences , employing what Parlett and Hamilton (1972)^ describe as the 
"agricultural-botany" paradigm. This classical approach, dependent 
on a behavioural conception of educational activity, can be described
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in three stages (Wiseman and Pigeon, 1 9 7 2 ) :
i) the definition of aims in behavioural terms ; 

ii) the selection and invention of learning situations (in the 
educational context) to achieve these aims;

iii) the development of methods to measure the degree of success 
in achieving these aims.

This model can be applied to evaluation procedures ; this area con
stitutes its most significant utilisation within education. Morgan, 
Gibbs and Taylor (1980) identify four stages in the traditional
a]3proach to curriculum evaluation:

i) identify the objectives;
ii) design the learning activities ;

iii) evaluate the effectiveness of the learning activities in 
achieving the objectives;

iv) improve the learning activities in the light of the evaluation. 
The predominant goal-orientation of this model is stated clearly by 
Scriven (1967)^^:

"Evaluation is itself a methodological activity which is essen
tially similar whether we are trying to evaluate coffee machines 
or teaching machines, plans for a house or plans for a curric
ulum".

This approach to socio-educational research was seen as the ticket 
to respectability in academia; as already quoted in the introduction, 
Busfield and Paddon (1977)^^suggest that " it originates, moreover, 
from a desire to make sociology a respectable science, to give it 
the appearance of a science". However, during the past decade, crit
icism of the emphasis on "pseudo-science" and the concern for pre
specified goals or on objectives in evaluation and educational 
activity, has been expressed with increasing frequency. As Busfield 
and Paddon continue:

"It is hard to believe that outsiders will long remain impressed 
(if they ever were) with the knowledge that is yielded by this 
pseudo-science. Sociologists would be more successful if they 
concerned themselves with trying to understand and explain 
social phenomena than with trying to make their subjects 
appear scientific".

As already quoted, Parlett and Hamilton identify five major short
comings to this paradigm in relation to educational phenomena. They 
arc worth briefly reiterating;

i) The paradigm is inappropriate because of the numerous relevant
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parameters which characterise educational situations ;
ii) The research designs assume that there is no change during 

the period of study and that the material being evaluated 
or surveyed has a constancy which enables generalisations 
to be drawn from information gained at a particular time;

iii) The scientific method of data collection imposes artific
ial and arbitrary restrictions on the scope of the study;

iv) Research based on the use of large samples and seeking 
generalisations, can be insensitive to detail and the un
expected result ;

v) This approach is rarely sympathetic to the concerns etc. 
of participants, sponsors and others.

Consequently, alternative researcli strategies have evolved to 
encompass what Scriven ( 1 9 7 2 ) has described as "goal-free 
evaluation". The focus of this approach has been the need to go 
beyond the intended goals of the project and to look for unintended 
"side-effects". Scriven argues that over-concern for goals will 
influence the direction of the research towards the fuUfiliment of 
these objectives. Parlett and Hamilton's alternative "social-anthrop
ological" paradigm,which they term "illuminative evaluation" also 
places greater emphasis on the processes which occur during the 
research or evaluation study, rather than focusing on outcomes. They 
advocate the use of diverse sources of subjective and objective 
information as valid in undertaking the research study. They reject 
the legitimacy of generalisations drawn from the results of educat
ional evaluation studies; this is a view strongly supported by Bassey 
(1980)^^who, furthermore, argues that, in any case, there are few 
generalisations in education which are of practical value to teach
ers. Elton and Laurillard (1979)''^advocate the use of qualitative

of T*O50{lï*cllmethodologies by demonstrating the irrelevance/ihto'note-taking based 
on the experimental, "laboratory" situations; practical information 
is more likely to be derived from common-sense, experience and more 
"subjective" assessment. Miller and Parlett (1974) ̂ “̂ have likewise 
employed qualitative techniques in their study of assessment. They 
identify the manner in which expectations and perceptions can change, 
when discussing the analysis of interview techniques:

"We are not concentrating particular ly on individual differnces 
in students' approaches to assessment; indeed we were concerned 
with what was common or shared. However, when we began the detail
ed analysis of the data at the end of all the interviews, indiv-
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idual differences began to show up strongly and couH not be 
ignored”.

The work of Marton in Sweden has been influential in clarifying the 
contrast between qualitative and quantitative methodologies with 
reference to studies of student learning, Marton and Svensson (1979) 
make the distinction between the two in terms of first-order (quant
itative) and second-order (qualitative) perspectives,

"One is observational 'from the outside' and noumenal and the
21other is experiential 'from the inside' and phenomenal".

Their approach has been to concentrate on the quality of student 
learning whereas classical research studies have emphasised the 
measurement of how much has been learnt, expressed as a score.
There is a tendency, in discussion of the relative merits of various 
socio-educat ional research methodologies, for the viewpoints to be
come polarised. This seems to be the case with Morgan, Gibbs and 
Taylor who seem to deny the value of conventional research studies. 
That they do have their application is acknowledged by Parlett and* 
Hamilton, who state that

"We are not, of course, arguing here against the use of experi
mental long itudinal or survey research as such. Rather, for the 
reasons suggested, we submit that they are usually (my under
lining) , inappropriate, ineffective, or insufficient for program 

22evaluation purposes".
That the present study has adopted strategies more akin to the 
"illuminative" model than the conventional approach has been dictat
ed by the philosophy and aims of the project. It seems to be im
portant that these should determine the methodology rather than that 
a methodology be adopted and an investigation formulated around it.

Feed-back and Evaluation of Teaching

Feed-back or knowledge of results of any behaviour has been clearly 
shown to effect subsequent similar activity. This is true of a 
student, a golfer, a cook as well as a teacher. From the psychol
ogists viewpoints, feed-back provides an extensive and relatively 
complex field of investigation, with the particular stances adopted 
by researchers reflecting all the main strands in behavioural and 
cognative psychology, Annett(1969) outlines the various behav- 
iourist arguments and theories, concentrating, in particular, on the 
early work of Thorndike and his work on human learning, as well as

20
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more recent research by Skinner and other behavioural psychologists. 
This discussion of concepts such as knowledge of results, reinforce
ment, motivation and drive does not directly reflect on the theme 
of this thesis. However, this general approach within psychology 
has influenced attitudes and practice within education and, conse
quently, warrants reference at this point. Furthermore, feed-back 
is a definable psychological concept ; in the educational sense 
in which it is employed in this thesis and in other related work, 
the influence of the psychologist is in evidence, although actual 
useage is somewhat more general and is not adherent to behaviourist 
concepts, use and general understanding of human activity.
Knowledge of results, however, is a useful concept with which to 
approach the very wide range of work which falls under the umbrella 
of feed-back and evaluation of teaching. For whatever purpose the 
evaluation is undertaken, the actual information will pertain to 
results of the teaching-learning process,"results" used in its 
broadest sense and not solely in relation to tests or similar out
comes. In the behaviourist sense, the use of such results would be 
to the practitioner, the teacher, or conceivably, to an adviser or 
mentor. The golfing analogy is illuminative in this context ; the 
player plays a shot which settles in a bunker. This information, the 
knowledge of the result of his shot, enables the golfer to evaluate 
how he went wrong with his shot and make subsequent adjustments ; alt
ernatively, this may be undertaken by his coach.
In practice, all teachers will undertake some form of evaluation of 
their own performance; this will generally be of an informal, unsys
tematic and subjective nature, of the "well, how did that go then" 
type. Research studies have not attempted to investigate this level 
of evaluation although, in a sense, it is the point of origin for 
more systematised, larger-scale attempts at evaluation or loosely 
formulated information gathering. This review, therefore, is concerned 
with more systematic evaluations of teaching, and particularily those 
employing student opinion.
The earliest such initiatives were undertaken in the United States; 
indeed, it is only during the past two decades that the evaluation 
of teaching has become an issue of any consequence in Britain. In 
Flood-Page'5 (1974) extensive monograph on student evaluation of 
teaching in the United States, the author includes a very large 
number of references pertinent to the subject, dating back to work 
at the University of Washington in 1924. In the intervening six years
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since the publication of the monograph, there has been no discernable 
abatement in the proliferation of literature on this subject in the 
United States, while work elsewhere has also increased significantly. 
Work on the evaluation of teaching is, in the main, concentrated in 
specific areas:

i) General principles and philosophies of the evaluation of 
teaching;

ii) Sources of information for evaluation-
a) student opinion
b) colleague opinion
c) personal assessment
d) other sources

iii) The use of evaluation data;
iv) Practical issues of validity and reliability.

Inevitably, these areas exhibit considerable overlap especially where 
papers consider the theoretical implications related to an empirical 
research report.
The general principles and philosophies of evaluating teaching are 
contained both in the literature oh evaluation theory, previously re- 
fered to (Morgan, Gibbs and Taylor, 1980^*^; Marton and Svensson,
1980^^ as well as Cox, 1976^^)and, more prominently, in the teacher 
evaluation literature. In this latter respect, much of the work in 
the United States and elsewhere appears to be concerned with the iden
tification of the quasi-platonic notion of the "Ideal Teacher", a 
model to be identified through varying forms of trait and factor 
analysis and to be used as a model by all aspiring teachers. Eval
uation is deemed to play a major part in this process. Examples, from

28a prolific literature, of such work includes that by Pogue (1967) ,
Boudy (1969)^^, who attempts to develop an all-embracing definition 
of "good teaching", Subkoviak (1974)^^, Segal (1975), whose study 
considered student perceptions of good teaching, Miron and Segal's 
(1980)^^work on the "Ideal Professor" and Milojkovic and Zimbardo's 
(1980) ̂ ^study of charismatic teaching, Tliis latter ŝ tidy, for example, 
identifies a series of qualities as characterising charismatic teach
ing: total mastery of subject, joy of understanding, insatiable cur
iosity, sincerity, flawless presentation, overt assertiveness, high 
energy level, dramatic appreciation, clear affect, positive self- 
image, sense of perspective and unity of purpose. The Miron and Segal 
study isolated four main factors as contributing to the student's per
ceptions of the "Ideal Professor"- advising activities, the role most
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valued by students; methods of instruction; contribution to stu
dent motivation and intellectual development and, lastly, scholar
ship. Such studies, while of theoretical value, do not offer much 
assistance to the teacher in practical situations. Such perceived 
ideals, however, have been used in the construction of evaluation 
scales which thus focus on comparisons between an ideal and reality. 
This approach has been used in the presentation of "teacher of the 
year"-type awards, for example at the University of Nebraska (Leach, 
1980^^).
This basically single-purpose approach to discussion of the eval
uation of teaching is, clearly, not very helpful either in practical 
terms or to a broader analysis of the principles of evaluation. 
Evaluation, in terms of the studies quoted above, is designed to 
identify the ideal against which teachers can be measured. Other 
writers acknowledge that evaluation can be seen as a far more comp
rehensive and,consequently, complex process. Knapper ( 1977), in 
his introduction to a book containing a wide variety of perspec
tives on the evaluation of teaching in higher education, lists the 
benefits and problems of evaluation and does not really achieve a 
"yea" or "nay" conclusion; more pertinently, he manages to identify 
some of the widely divergent, sometimes conflicting, methods and 
purposes of evaluation which would make any such judgement impru
dent. Miller (1980) describes what he sees as a comprehensive eval
uation scheme to cover all contingencies of method and purpose; the 
result appears to be an unwieldy and excessively complex system from 
which, in practice, teachers and administrators would be forced to 
select and, consequently, find themselves no better off than had 
they used a combination of the varying schemes already available.
A generalised consideration of evaluation of teaching must, inevit
ably, be a direct function of the educational climate in which it 
is conceived. Thus, the Miller scheme is a reflection of the United 
States higher education ethos and has very limited transferability. 
Writers about the United Kingdom scene appear to have considerable 
reluctance to discuss the implications of evaluation of teaching in 
its broadest sense; this is perhaps owing to a level of uncertainty as 
to what is meant by the concept in this country, as expressed by 
Cox (1975)36;

"....it could be concerned with the assessment of lecturers, or 
research into different teaching methods or the evaluation of 
courses or educational systems".
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It is indicative of British traditions and prejudices in higher
education that discussion of evaluation frequently turns to the

37status, academic freedom and role of teachers (Kennedy, 1975 ;
Driver, 1975^^; Merriman, 1975^^). Miller (1975)^^identifies this 
frequent concern of teachers;

"Teaching is essentially rather a private business, in the sense 
its skills are so difficult to convey to others- let alone to 
measure. How does one describe the complexities of what make for 
a good relationship with students? In other words, a great deal 
of educational process is intang?,ible, subjective, changeable".

In the United States, concern for the evaluation of teaching evolved 
in response to demands for accountability in universities and 
colleges. This accountability, a factor of fairly recent vintage 
in Britain, is to a variety of sources- the student consumer, employ
ers and tax payers being perhaps the most significant. Evaluations 
were demanded to provide evidence for decision and choice making. 
Until recently, these demands have not influenced British higher 
education to the same extent ; consequently the sources and method
ologies of evaluation and, indeed, the uses to which data has been 
put , has been markedly different from general practice in the 
United States. As will be outlined subsequently, attempts to trans
fer evaluation schemes from the United States to the British context 
have not been successful.
In the United States, the bulk of formalised evaluation of teaching 
uses student opinion; while evidence from departmental chairmen 
and deans constitute an almost ujiiversal source for evaluation 
(Seldin and Waken, 1974^^; Seldin, 1980^^), this is not sought in 
a systematic or objective manner. While improvement of teaching is 
always an avowed aim of the evaluations, there is also the frequent 
practice of using the data for course selection, promotion, tenure 
and other such issues (Giles and Leonard, 1973"^^). Classic examples 
from the numerous American schemes include the Purdue scales 
(Remmers, 1939^^) and lllinois^^pencer and Aleamoni, 1969'^^). A 
modern student evaluation scheme is IDEA (Instructional Develop
ment by Evaluation and Assessment), which is the result of work 
at the Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development in Higher Educ
ation at Kansas State University. Hoyt (1973)^^, one of the orig
inators of the scheme, claims that IDEA is based on a set of defin
itions, summarised b y  de Winter Hebron (1978)"̂ âs follows:

i) 'Effective Tea dling' may be defined as that which results



in, or correlates with, effective student learning.
ii) One of the factors most conducive to successful student 
learning is the student's sense of his or her own satisfactory 
progress.
iii) Hence how effective the teaching is may be measured in terms 
of the student's perceptions of his own progress in that teacher's 
courses.
iv) Teaching, however, is also intentional : teachei^have purposes- 
to assist the students to learn about certain things in certain 
ways; in brief, objectives. To be meaningful, therefore, the 
progress perceived must be that towards the objectives chosen by 
the teacher.
vjTeaching is also a set of behaviours, in the frequency or comp
leteness of each of which individual teachers vary. What teaching 
it is that is how effective, therefore, can be defined in terms 
of what teaching behaviour the students perceive the teacher to 
perform how often or how completely.
vi) Finally, like any other kind of statistical data, data about 
student perceptions of progress and student perceptions of behav
iours is amenable to the laws governing all statements of tendency, 
provided that the population is sufficiently large. ITius, spec
ific behaviours and specific progresses, given a large enough pop
ulation, may be tested for correlations and thus provide diagno
sis of particular teaching behaviours to be changed or continued. 

IDEA is designed as a diagnosis system for input into a staff devel
opment programme and has been developed from a data base of over two 
million student responses.lt differs, therefore, from many American 
schemes in its diagnostic intent but is characteristic in its size 
and the implications which can be derived from its scale and cost of 
development. It is clearly intended for wide-scale use in a variety 
of institutions and disciplines and thus emphasises a belief in the 
uniformity of teaching and learning in higher education.
IDEA formed the starting point for a British equivalent,AID (Assess
ment for Instructional Development) at Newcastle Polytechnic (de 
Winter Hebron, 1979^^; I980'^^). The initial assumption was that field 
testing would show that transfer of IDEA to the United Kingdom 
would reveal the following three features:

i) that the instrument would prove practical to administer;
ii) that questions would need some superficial rewording for
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transfer, but not much other alteration; and 
ill) that British and American scoring and , therefore,norms 
would be similar.

These assumptions anticipated that the main thrust of the project
would involve the establishment of a local data base, which was to be
obtained from mainly Polytechnic sources. However, only the first of 
these assumptions was completely confirmed. Terminology presented 
a number of transfer problems, while the norms achieved in the trial- 
run showed virtually no similarity to those gained in the United 
States. Consequently, the AID programme required a completely fresh 
start,and this was undertaken using the perceptions of students and 
faculty from a range of disciplines in twelve British institutions of 
higher education. Teaching objectives were identified for teachers by 
major discipline areas while students were required to select major 
attitudes and behaviours. These are now in the process of development 
for use as a feed-back questionnaire which, once administered, can be 
referenced against the data bank norms. As with IDEA, the intention 
of AID is diagnostic, although it can be employed for other purposes.
Work on AID highlights the problems of cultural transfer but assumes 
that inter- institutional exchange and transfer is valid. The fact 
that, despite the proliferation of work in the United States, instru
ments and techniques are not appropriate for direct transfer, has 
necessitated the development of evaluation schemes suitable for use 
in the British context. It is not possible, here, to describe all work 
in this field; however, a selection of some of the research and devel
opment projects which have influenced the work in this thesis, will 
indicate the central characteristics of teaching evaluation studies 
in Britain. Early work appears to have been concentrated on "one- 
off" research-type initiatives, seeking empirical evidence of student 
perceptions of teaching methods and other aspects of their courses.
Examples of such work include Foy's (1969)^^work on the evaluation of 
lectures; Cooper and Foy (1969) on study habits, attitudes and acad- 
emic achievement; Falk and Dow (I97I) ; Flood-Page (I97I) ; Startup
(1972)^"^; Dow and Cox's (1972)^^summative evaluation of a medical 
school class; Smithers and Musgrave's (1972)''’̂ investigation of student 
reactions to teaching; Bond's (1973)^^evaluation of laboratory work 
and Asbury's (1975)^^summative evaluation of a one-term course.It is 
interesting to note that these are all post-1968; the upsurge of 
interest in the evaluation of teaching has been linked to the gen
eral student unrest of the late I960's and early 1970's and this would
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seem to support this association.
Relatively early work such as that cited in the examples above, has 
significantly influenced subsequent developments; so has the much 
greater volume of American literature. Recent years have seen signif
icant developments in three areas of the evaluation of teaching in 
this country: evaluation by students; peer evaluation and self-eval
uation. The bulk of this work is designed to offer practical assis
tance to, and have direct influence on, teaching and learning and, 
while researched and te sted extensively, is not characterised by 
the same limited "psychology-type" experimental ethos of some of 
the earlier work.
Probably the best known evaluation scheme in Britain is the Student
Feedback project at North East London Polytechnic (Bradbury and 

59 rRamsden, 1975 ). This wcÿc also bears close resemblance to much of
the American activity in the area of student evaluation of teaching.
The project developed a 23 statement questionnaire as the central 
feature of the evaluation; these questions were framed so that the 
students rated both their importance and the specific performance 
of their lecturer in respect of that trait. The former was used in 
interpreting responses to the main investigation. Central features 
of the NELP programme are that use by academic staff is entirely 
voluntary; the schedule is flexible (items can be added or removed 
to suit demands of staff), and the results of the evaluation are 
confidential to the participating teacher to enable him to find out 
more about his teaching. A number of other schemes in Britain have 
been modelled on the work at NELP, notably the Student Feedback 
Questionnaire at Leicester Polytechnic (Clarke, 1978^^). This pack
age seeks information on aspects of the teaching strategies adopted 
on a course as well as details of specific problems encountered.
Clarke developed the package to assist colleagues to monitor their 
own teaching fit a personal level as well as in conjunction with the 
expertise offered by his staff development unit.
The work of McConnell and Hodgson (I979)^^at Surrey University is 
also questionnaire-based. From a starting point which sees most student 
feed-back evaluation as too general in content, they use Kelly's 
(1955)^^ repertory grid techniques to develop a series of nine quest
ionnaires on the basis of the student perceptions of teaching. The 
initial step is to administer a general schedule to enable the iden
tification of specific areas for further investigation. For this 
purpose, more detailed schedules are available; these cover knowledge
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of subject, maintaince of student interest, note taking, clarity 
and comprehensibility, enthusiasm of lecturer, student perception 
of lecturer, lecturer attitude, and encouragement of student par
ticipation. This "one plus eight" model is similar to that envisaged 
for "Communication about Communication", although the content and 
the exclusive emphasis on lectures is somewhat different.
Also employing Kelly's repertory grid techniques is the TARGET 
(Teaching Appriasal by Repertory Grid Elicitation Techniques), which 
is the work of Keen and Hopwood (1976)^^ at Plymouth Polytechnic.
Their work is the result of dissatisfaction with the survey-type 
feed-back mechanisms and makes no attempt to classify or quantify 
teachihg into categories such as good, bad effective or ineffective. 
Keen and Hopwood argue that a teacher's pedagogic style may be emin
ently suited to one group of students but be totally unsuccessful 
with another. The TARGET analysis is an attempt to identify those 
skills which are required in the teaching of a particular group of 
students. Repertory grid techniques were used to obtain teacher and 
student perceptions of "effective" and "ineffective" teachers which 
form data banks for different disciplines. Teachers are then able to 
compare their own profiles, as perceived by themselves and their 
students, with discipline norms and can take approp riate action to 
remedy or alleviate problems.
The TARGET scheme involves both student and teacher in the appi^isal 
process; the work at the University of Birmingham (Black et al, 1976 
Broadman and Rutherford, 1978^^) is a flexible system which seeks to 
utilise all appropriate sources of information. The central feature 
of the programme is two-way peer-evaluation by colleagues in related 
disciplines by which a reciprocal evaluation is initiated through 
observation to encompass all facets of teaching and learning on a 
course. An important confirmatory process which features on this pro
gramme, subsequent to peer assesssment, has been the use of a student 
evaluation questionnaire which is de signed specifically as a result 
of the initial evaluation and is therefore tailored to the perceived 
problems on a course. As a consequence, the questionnaires exhibit 
considerable variety in content and in the emphasis placed on partic
ular areas of concern by students, as noted by observation and inter
views, and they are thus seen by students as pertinent to their own 
experiences. Informal peer assessment is frequently practised as part 
of evaluation and teaching development programmes; however, the Birm
ingham scheme is unusual in this country in its attempt to systematise
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and standardise procedure in this respect.
In Britain, developmental work in teaching evaluation has tended to 
be undertaken by specialised, staff develoment or research units and, 
indeed, these bodies have frequently maintained an interest and 
commitment in the subsequent use of procedures and instruments. In 
view of the current economic climate, the future of such units may be 
uncertain and there is likely to be a move towards greater self- 
reliance, if evaluation for personal teaching improvement is to con
tinue. As previously indicated, crude, informal, self-evaluation 
is undertaken by all teachers. However, attempts to systematise such 
activity is relatively unusual. Early work includes the procedures 
developed by Simpson (1965)^^in educational psychology. The use of a 
self-evaluation schedule is advocated by Clarke (1978)^^, who prod
uced a "Self-evaluating Questionnaire" which requires the teacher to 
indicate, immediately after a teaching session, his ratings of a 
series of his own behaviours; the questions are similar to those 
in a student evaluation scheme. Fox's (1977)^^"Lecture Analysis 
Check Sheet" does not depend solely on post-lecture memory but 
requires the audio-recording of a lecture. This is then played back 
and the teacher responds to a series of questions as if he were the 
student. Both these procedures are valuable in creating awareness 
among teachers of what they could be on the look-out for in more 
informal seIfevaluation; they would not be intended for use after 
every lecture but could assist in the creation of a systematic, inter
nalised evaluation scheme.
Both Clarke and Fox acknowledge their systems to be limited and some
what crude in conception,serving a useful training and awareness 
function. Somewhat more comprehensive schemes, which include, a self- 
evaluation element, have been developed in this country. Bridge's 
(1976)^^"Monitorkit" is described by the author as " a resource pack
age for university teachers who wish to monitor their own courses".
The source book contains ideas and examples for monitoring through 
use of questionnaires, discussion, interviews and teacher records. 
While not directly self-evaluation, the important feature here is 
that the teacher is required to design and administer his own eval
uation; this process clearly could include self-evaluation and there 
is a section which enables teache:^ to develop the basic ideas further 
and produce other monitoring tools. The procedure is pragmatic and 
is broken down into five stages :

i) Deciding upon the aims of the, proposed monitoring procedure;
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ii) Devising a programme to achieve these aims;
iii) Putting the programme into practice.;
iv) Analysing the results;
v) Taking action on the basis of these results.

What "Monitorkit” clearly acknowledges is that successful evaluation
demands information to be obtained from every valid arid accessible

70source; this is emphasised by the work of Seldin (1980) in the
United States but is all too frequently ignored by the proponents
of one particular approach or another. This flexibility is clearly
in evidence in the Birmingham scheme, as well as in the very comp-

71rehensive workbook developed by Habeshaw (1979) , "Towards a
system of continuing self-development for teachers". This project is 
designed to assist in staff training and induction, but is valid for 
all teachers in higher education who are interested in initiating 
their own self-development programme ; in the author's own words, the 
system "is based simply on the principle that the teacher ultim
ately must become responsible for himself and his development as his 

72career progresses". The workbook contains sections on assessment and 
self-assessment; setting objectives; learning activities; materials 
and methods; evaluation. Material has been collected from a wide 
variety of sources and the scheme, according to the author, has the 
following characteristics;

i) it works with self-defined problems;
ii) it is a learning approach;
iii) it is eclectic and flexible;
iv) it is activity based;
v) it is systematic;
vi) it is largely individualised;
vii) it is problem-solving;
viii) it is essentially a plagiarist strategy;
ix) it is a demythologising strategy, taking the tools from the 
expert, and making them available to the teacher.

While both the work of Bridge and Habeshaw cover a broader ambit than 
strictly evaluatory activity, their philosophy and approach is closely 
akin to that described in this thesis and therefore their work is 
included at the conclusion to this chapter.
Clearly not all pertinent issues have been tackled in this review.
For example, "does evaluation actually improve teaching?" (Abrami 
et al, 1979^^); the much discussed "Dr. Fox" effect on evaluation by 
students (Boffey, 1974^^; Leventhal et al, 1979^^); validity and rel-
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lability (discussed in chapter six of this thesis); as well as more 
general and fundamental questions for and against the use of evalu- 
stion in teaching (Krutzen, 1979^^, as well as many other writers) 
could have justifiably been included in this chapter. ITiey have not 
been ignored but, in general, the issues and contexts to which they 
are addressed are very different from that operating in relation to 
this thesis and , consequently, they do not contribute directly or 
usefully to the discussion.
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Chapter Three 

THE INITIAL ENQUIRY

The rationale behind the early stages of the project are outlined 
in the introduction to this thesis. The initial investigation was 
prompted by the belief that staff-student communication, in its 
broadest sense, is one of the most important factors in determin
ing the success or otherwise^of a course. Where some barrier to 
such communication exists, for example, a discernable and seemingly 
irreconcilable gap between staff expectations and intentions for 
a course and the perceptions of what actually occurs, which are 
held by their students, teaching and learning on that course cannot 
be at its most effective. Described analog ously, if staff and 
students line up at opposite ends of a tug-o-war rope, inevitably 
less can be achieved than would be the case were the pull co-oper
ative and in the same direction. Education is a co-operative process 
and, generally, does not benefit from friction and opposition in the 
main partnership between teachers and taught. Aspects of the postul
ated gap cover a range of teaching and learning situations. Excess
ive work demands by staff; ill conceived practical experiments with 
ma I-functioning or inappropriate equipment; seminars for which stu
dents are unprepared, are problems which, when identified, can be 
remedied fairly easily. Others may not be so amenable to action ; the 
problems may be less evident, lying below the surface, inarticulated 
but, none-the-less, in need of identification and attempts at action. 
Awareness of problems, in itself, can be of benefit in attempting to 
deal with them.
Attempts to identify and tackle any gap, in whatever form it is man
ifested, should, preferably, be made at individual or course level, 
possibly as part of a staff development programme. Institutional in
volvement in a formal manner in relation to this kind of issue is, 
in most cases, inappropriate, likely to be detrimental to staff co
operation, of dubious assistance to teacher-student co-operation and 
is unlikely to be an effective policy in the identification and sol
ving of teaching-learning problems. Diagnosis and treatment within 
a course or course unit is most effective if confined to the level 
closest to tlie teaching situation at which it is possible to deal 
with the problem, while ensuring the involvement all those with a 
direct commitment or interest in the course or unit. This may be an 
individual teacher or a course team, depending on circumstances. In
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other words, if an identified gap is seen to relate to the activities 
of a particular member of staff, the determination and remedy for 
the problem should lie within his control alone, although he may 
choose to share the problem with colleagues or someone with a pro
fessional interest in the issue. Likewise, evidence of a "gap" within 
the wider parameters of a year group of a particular course, should 
be the concern and responsibility of those tutors directly involved 
with that year, but need not involve the whole department.These were, 
and remain, the beliefs held by the writer, and they have underpinned 
both the initial enquiry and subsequent developments on the project.
The initial stage of the investigation took the form of a large-scale 
survey of staff and student perceptions of teaching at Trent Polytech
nic. The purpose of the survey was to determine whether the postulated 
gap was a reality, whether it was in evidence between teachers and 
their students in the institution and, if it was, to investigate its 
characteristics and extent. This was attempted by means of question
naires, administered to staff and students oir full-time degree courses 
in the Polytechnic.
The first step was to seek the co-operation of departments; this was 
broached through a circular to all Heads of Departments. This was 
followed up by discussions with Heads or their nominated representat
ives about the project and , subsequently, with those responsible 
for the courses to be approached. A total of 1161 students and 221 
staff participated in the survey-stage of the project during the 
Spring and Summer terms, 1977. Tlie students were enrolled on 14 first 
year and 12 second year d'ègree courses in 13 departments. Pinal year 
students were not included because it was not deemed fair on them 
at that stage of their courses. The investigation was confined to 
degree courses to achieve a consistency of level and course-type; 
likewise, all courses were full-time. All schools of study in the 
Polytechnic were represented. The teachers were members of staff with 
a direct teaching commitment on the courses; in most cases they were 
from the same departments as the students, although some operated in 
"servicing" capacities. Complete anonymity of individuals, courses, 
departments and schools was guaranteed. This was essential to gain
ing the necessary co-operation of all those involved with the project. 
Even at this stage, it would not be appropriate to breach this confid
ence .
The purpose of the survey exercise was to compare the perceptions of 
students and staff so as to determine whether the postulated "gap"
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could be quantified. A scheme was planned whereby responses for both 
could be summated and aggregate "course scores" determined to deter
mine the extent of divergence in staff and student perceptions of the 
course. The schedule contained 13 items covering staff and student per
ceptions of a variety of aspects of the course in which both had a 
stake. The questions to both were comp 1 p nientary but some were slight
ly different in phrasing to cater for their different roles. The main 
thrust of the questionnaires was through the use of structured quest
ions, but there was scope for both to append open-ended comment in 
addition at the end of the schedule. As well as this, students were 
provided with a supplme ntary open-ened form to return separately.
The questionnaires were issued to students, by arrangement with their 
teacher, at the start or termination of a class session and they were 
asked to complete it immediately for return to the researcher who 
was in attendance. This was seen as an important step to ensure good 
returns and guarantee anonymity. The open-ended schedule was given 
out for return at a later date, in a provided -envelope through the 
internal mail. A very high response rate was achieved with the main 
questionnaire, the only losses being non-attenders at the lecture 
when the survey was undertaken. The postal returns were by no means 
so high but were received from about half the respondents to the 
main questionnaire. The researcher's presence at the time of admin
istration enabled the purpose of the project to be explained in some 
detail and any questions or concerns to be answered. The result of 
this was that no students refused to co-operate with the project.
Staff were asked to compTete the questionnaires in their own time; 
these were mailed to them with a covering letter, although many had 
attended an initial briefing meeting, held in all participating depart
ments. Closer supervision of staff was not considered practical or 
justified. Inevitably, the response rate, although, at about 70 per 
cent it was very satisfactory, was not as good as that of the students. 
The staff respondents were a representative sample of those mailed, in 
terms of department and lecturer grade.
The large-scale survey was intended to validate possible questions for 
subsequent use in a different context later in the project. The 
main areas of concern to staff and students were included and it was 
hoped to develop a reliable and valid "gap indicator" for general 
use by teachers in higher education. Such an approach is dependent 
on a large initial sample and this accounts for the use of the written 
schedule. More incisive and valuable responses may have been obtained

- 2 8 -



through the conducting of structured interviews or discussions 
with both staff and students, but the manpower available and time 
available prevented this being undertaken on a large scale. However, 
prior to the construction of the final instru ment, discussions were 
undertaken with both teachers and students about the proposed questions 
and their implications.This proved an invaluable exercise in the val
idation of the schedules. The instrument, in a draft of its final form, 
was tested out on student groups who were not participating in the 
project. Some modifications were undertaken as a result. This pro
cess followed extended discussions between the researcher, his super
visor and other academics as to the merits and drawbacks of partic
ular items.
Analysis of the questionnaire returns was undertaken using the Statis
tical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), using computing fac
ilities at Nottingham University, linked to the Regional Computer 
Centre at the University of Manchester. The package facilitated the 
basic analysis and crosstabulation which was required without much 
specilalist assistance. The objectives of the exercise did not demand 
the more detailed analysis of variance and other statistical tests of 
which the package is capable, and so these have hot been incorpor
ated here. In retrospect, some of the questions have proved to be 
of considerably less value than others,they have been omitted or dealt 
with in less detail in this chapter. The item order which prevailed 
in the schedule has not been maintained, although the original number 
is retained. I'he order in which the questions /. , been dealt with is 
intended to reflect their'perceived significancd and the association 
which is evident between them, so as to achieve a coherence and rel
evance in this chapter. The original questionnaires are included as 
appendices to this thesis. Reference to the original schedules will 
indicate those items which were omitted; these cover essentially 
hypothetical concerns (questions 12 and 13) to which responses in
cluded a high proportion of blanks and'klon't know " responses. Like
wise, question 5 asks respondents to speculate on the attitudes of 
their teachers or students to listed teaching methods-again, responses 
were limited and those obtained do not give sufficient confidence in 
their validity for inclusion. Question 10 relates to personal tutors 
and is somewhat ambiguously worded; furthermore, departmental policy 
and practice on this particular issue varies considerably with the 
consequence that responses cannot be helpfully summated.
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The Responses
Possible replies to most of the questions were given on a five-point 
scale, including one "don't know" option. The conventional format 
to be found in social science survey questionnaires is a five-poiht 
scale and an additional "don't know" category. In practice, this allows 
for a central, 'non-commital' response with two on either side
of this central point of the continuum reflecting different degrees of 
commitment to a statement, opinion or practice. This tends to encour
age responses in the centre of the continuum and, therefore, little 
attitude or opinion differentiation. This approach was rejected in 
the present project a.s' contrary to the objective of identifying a 
perception gap by means of the survey. Consequently, the central and 
'non-commital' reply was omitted. It is a matter of some conjecture 
as to whether responses in this central "box" and those under "don't 
know" differ significantly in kind or intent. Therefore, the "don't 
know" response has been included to cover replies such as "don't 
know", "no opinion", "question meaningless", '!I would need to write 
an essay to answer this one" etc. Subsequent stages of the project 
saw this response amended to the more satisfactory "can't answer"; 
the implications of the "don't know" response were explained to all 
student respondents as part of the introductory talk, but teachers 
did not have this point clarified.
To enable interpretation to be simplified, it was decided to amal
gamate responses reflecting a similar opinion, but differing in 
extent. For example, to the question, "Arc you satisfied with your 
course?", "very satisfied" and "satisfied" have been taken together 
as have "dissatisfied" and "very dissatisfied". This practice is a 
post-hoc recognition that the difference between the differentiation 
is marginal and probably more apparent than real. This was confirmed 
by the comments which were appended to the structured schedules; in 
a number of cases, opinions were expressed of a far stronger nature 
by those indicating a moderate response to the original question than 
by students or teachers selecting the extreme viewpoint. This amal
gamation was also deemed desirable in the attempt to establish a quant
ifiable "gap".
Figures are presented in the tables in percentages; in some cases, the 
numbers in a group of staff or students was relatively small hut these 
figures have been omitted in the interests of anonymity. Student fig
ures in the tables are placed on the top row in each case with the 
relevant teacher percentage below. The courses are coded A to Z. The
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coding was determined by responses to question 7, shown in Table I.
This question, relating to course satisfaction, is a fundamental one, 
upon which all the others, in a sense, can be said to hinge, and it 
is consequently placed first. Other questions are coded similarity 
to facilitate easy comparison with this question.
The level of satisfaction or otherwise which both staff and students

a
express about their course, is probably an important indicator as to its 
overall success. If a large proportion of either group are very dis
satisfied, for whatever reasons, it is likey that the effectiveness of 
the course in causing maximiuii student learning, will be impeded. It 
is perhaps inevitable that a proportion of both students and staff 
will be dissatisfied with the course at any given time. Indeed, this 
may ri^lect issues peripheral to the main teaching-learning concerns of 
the course, even social or domestic problems, which impinge and 
affect attitudes to a particular course. A question can be mooted as 
to whether there is an acceptable level of dissatisfaction which de
partments should be willing to tolerate. If there is, this will inevit
ably vary according to the nature of the course, its intent and the 
type of students it is catering for, as well as the attitudes and 
ideals of the staff. I believe that any such question initiates a 
spurious exercise which is of little value to those active on a 
course and concerned with its smooth running. It is up to them to 
gauge whther the dissatisfaction expressed by their students is suff
icient to warrent concern. Nevertheless, it is a question which could 
easily i)c posed by an "outsider" surveying the figures from a survey 
such as the present investigation. It is also a. question implicit in 
the attempt to identify a quantifiable "gap" as a result of this sur
vey; this particular question was central to this exercise and the 
realisation that its results could not be used in the anticipated 
manner contributed significantly to the reorientation of the project.
In the survey, the level of student satisfaction (ie. those optng 
for 'completely satisfied' and 'satisfied') ranges from 96 per cent 
to 50 per cent. The corresponding figures for the staff sample are 
ICO per cent and 54 per cent. (Overall, some 20 per cent of both 
groups expressed dissatisfaction with the course. The causes of this 
are varied although, as already indicated, it is the existence of 
the problem and the extent to which it is malignant, rather than 
the varied origins, wliich should promote concern in the first in
stance. It should be stated that the level of dissatisfaction which 
the survey identified is very liable to fluctuation and may well 
change considerably over a period of time. Some indications of the
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causes of dissafisfaction were obtained through the open-ended 
questions. In this section, staff and students were asked to in
dicate those aspects of the course with which they were most and 
least satisfied. Both categories covered a wide range of issues. 
Points of particular satisfaction included, from the student view 
point, freedom of study; the relevance of the material to career 
aspirations; personal tutoring and professional placement. Dis
satisfaction was expressed over a variety of the course content, 
teaching methods, resources available and about the lecturers 
themselves. Many of the concerns appear, out of context, to be 
of a relatively trivial nature and ones which, it would be hoped, 
would also be directed at tutors for immediate action. However, 
it is difficult to avoid the feeling that this^urvey has released 
a series of concerns which might otherwise have not been exp
ressed. Generally speaking, teachers raised fewer points in response 
to this question. When some commitment to the course was evident 
on the part of the teacher, in that he had contributed to the 
design or planning of the course, mainly positive comments were 
forthcoming. Where this was lacking and the teacher was either 
new or taught in a servicing capacity, dissatisfaction was far 
more evident, particularily focusing on a lack of student and staff 
involvement in the planning, development and running of the course. 
Quotations from the schedules support this point. One teacher wrote: 
"I'm new and tlie logic behind the course is probably no clearer to 
me than to the students", while another commented, " 1 don't 
belong to the department and therefore feel little commitment to 
the course, although, in my view, it is far from perfect".
The purpose of the investigation was to determine whether the idea 
of a "gap" between teachers and students, could be substantiated. 
Replies to the open-ended question relating to course satisfaction 
suggest that a frequent cause of discontent is attributable to a 
communication problem between staff and students and therefore the 
inclusion of a direct questio^about the "gap" appeared to be just
ified. I'he responses to the question are tabulated in Table 2.
A similar proportion of both staff and students indicated that they 
thought a wide or very wide gap exists between the perceptions of 
teachers and students on a course. The survey suggests that about 
one fifth of those on both sides of the lectern are conscious of a 
serious communication problem in the teaching and learning process. 
The evidence of crosstabulating this data with that relating to sat-
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isfaction indicates that those identifying the gap were also, gen
erally speaking, those dissatisfied with the course to which tliey 
are attatched. A communication problem as a cause of discontent has 
already been identified by the open-ended responses. Table 3 re
inforces this tliesis. In tlie region of 70 per cent of both groups 
responded either "a slight gap" or "no gap at all" to the question, 
but, as was the case with thp previous question, the range between 
courses can be seen to be considerable.
The open-ended questionnaire asked respondents: "Do you think that 
a gap between the expectations of students and those of staff in the 
teaching and learning process is beneficial or detrimental in any 
way?" The majority of replies stressed the detrimental effect of 
the gap, arguing the need for close contact between staff and stu
dents." I think any great difference between the two is detrimental 
as neither can fully understand the others' view and they are likely 
to be working to different ends to some degree" ( a first year 
student). This view was qualified by another student who wrote that 
"it (a gap) does give me a good laugh. Lecturers expect so much 
work to be done that it is silly and therefore funny." A number of 
replies saw a gap as beneficial and these all stress the point 
brought out in the following student's comments: "A gap is benef
icial in that it breeds authority, which every educational struc
ture must have and also makes students respect their lecturers, when 
they use their superior intelligence to help students. However, there 
again, lecturers expectations do tend to be over-expectant and per
sonally 1 tend to feel rather fragile and stupid in their presence 
at times.......... ".
Central to the concept of the gap is a breakdown of communications 
between teachers and taught. A recognition of the need for dialogue 
between the two groups has led to the wide-spread establishment of 
formalised bodies, representative of staff and students,in many in
stitutions of higher education. Their function is to discuss prob
lems relating to courses and departments which are seen to be of 
mutual concern. Those bodies, in the form of Departmental Boards 
of Study or Staff Student Consultative Committees, were in'existejnce 
in all the departments included in this study. The overall returns 
do not reflect well on the bodies which have been established to 
facilitate staff and student communication. While some cases are 
exceptions, generally speaking, neither staff or students atta ch 
much value to the established Boards and Committees and, indeed, a
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large proportion of both groups claim no experience or no know
ledge of them at all. The data was collected between February and 
May and, therefore, adequate time had elapsed for all respondents 
to have been informed of the activities of any such committee in 
operation.
Cross-tabulation indicates that students who are dissatisfied with 
their courses or who identify a communication gap, evaluate the 
work of staff and student forums even less favourably than their 
colleagues whose rating on the other issues is more favourable.
This difference is even more pronounced in the case of staff, of 
whom a greater proportion give the committees a favourable eval
uation. The survey clearly indicates the need for some rethink
ing about the function and composition of groups designed to facil
itate teacher and student communication. It is apparent that the 
level and contant of discussion is peripheral to the real issues 
which are of concern to both groups. These are seldom discussed 
in sufficient depth. Subsequent stages of this'project have evol
ved ideas to counteract this problem.
One fundamental area of communication and co-operation which has 
frequently been neglected relates to the aims and objectives of a 
course. There appears to be some indication of feeling from both 
sides of the teaching and learning partnership that these aspects 
are of little concern to students. This is reflected in the open- 
ended responses which describe this province as the sole concern 
of the teacher or of little interest or consequence so long as 
tlie requisite degree is obtained at the end of the course. However, 
a majority of respondents stressed the importance of an aware
ness of these aims and objectives to students. This thinking is

77well argued by an editorial in The University Teacher 1978)
"students frequently complain they are unsure of what is
expected of them in a particular course. At no time,runs
their complaint, does the lecturer explain the aim of the
course, the reasons why particular methods of teaching are
being employed, or why one form of assessment is being

f
used instead of another. It is often affirmed by lecturing 
staff that this is none of the students' business anyway.
The student role is to accept what the lecturer sees fit to 
give him. Though such a view may be philosophically defen
sible, it is not likely to facilitate student learning 
for it makes no use of the very powerful psychological
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principle of expectation. If a student knows what he is ex
pected to achieve, he has a goal towards which he may or
ient his behaviour. Ideally this goal might be established 
through staff-student discussion but if the idea of co-op
erative course planning is repugnant or administratively im
possible, a lecturer may still increase the power of expec
tancy by providing a rationale for his course objectives".

The present study incorporated a question to both teachers and 
students which asked to what extent both groups believed students 
are aware of the aims and objectives of their courses, shown in 
Table 7. It is evident that the concern expressed in the above 
quotation is not universally applicable to the sample in this 
study. Overall, a large majority of both groups were of the 
opinion that; students are aware of the educational aims and object
ives of their courses. However, the students themselves appear to 
have greater confidence in this than their teachers. Over 20 per 
cent of the staff sample believed that students were either un
aware or only slightly aware of the aims and objectives of their 
courses. This is a cause for some concern in respect of some of 
the courses, especially course N, where none of the teachers bel
ieved that their students had this awareness. The range of respon
ses between courses is considerable; consequently, despite the 
overall picture, on some courses less than half the staff and stu
dent samples indicated that students were reasonably aware of the 
aims and objectives of their course of study.
Tlie questionnaire asked respondents to rate various elements of 
courses; ie. lectures, seminars, tutorials, practicals, indiv
idual study and professional placement. Responses to a number of 
these were limited because of some confusion as to what was exact
ly meant by them or because they were not. in widespread use; these 
have been omitted from the tables. Overall, lectures, seminars, 
tutorials and individual study were all rated favourably by both 
teachers and students, although the actual range shows some vari
ation between courses. Despite the popular practice of "knocking" 
the lecture method , it is highly rated by both samples. Overall, 
some 91 per cent of the student sample and a similar proportion 
of the teachers, rated lectures eitlier "very worthwhile" or "worth
while". The range of these responses for the individual courses was 
36 per cent to 100 per cent for students and 55 per cent to 100 per 
cent for their teachers.
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Seminars are clearly less favourably rated by both students and 
staff than lectures; this may reflect some ambiguity as to what 
constitutes a seminar and perhaps even less effective use of this 
teaching method than is the case witli lectures. The open-ended 
responses suggested that the practice of using seminars as "mini
lectures" is relatively widespread. The individual course-range 
for responses, "very worthwhile" and "worthwhile" were 42 per 
cent to 94 per cent for students and 25 per cent to 100 per cent 
for staff.
The rating of tutorials is very similar to that for seminars. This 
may well reflect some ambiguity as to what differentiates these 
two teaching modes. While a distinction can be made on the basis 
of size of group and content-orientation, in practice the two terms 
are frequently interchanged. The individual course range for responses, 
"very worthwhile" and "worthwhile", is 100 per cent to 46 per cent 
for students and 100 per cent to 50 per cent for staff. Tutorials 
and seminars are the main facility in higher education for close 
face-to-face staff and student contact, and are the forums where 
concerns and questions are most easily raised. Therefore, the sig
nificant body of opinion which gives them a poor rating is somewhat 
surprising. The central role of individual study in degree-level work 
is acknowledged by the generally favourable rating it receives from 
both teachers and students. In no instance did less than 77 per cent 
of either student or staff sample rate individual study as "very 
worthwhile" or "worthwhile".
Students wore asked to estimate their individual weekly study load 
while their teachers were asked to state what time they thought 
students would spend on their academic studies on the basis of the 
work load given. It is very difficult to postulate a reasonable estim
ate for individual study; this will vary considerably depending on the 
nature of the course. However, an overall working week in the region 
of 40 hours, similar to that operating in industry, seems a reason
able guideline with which to work. Many students will work consid
erably longer. The individual study component of this will depend on 
the time-tabled contact time. In terms of staff-student communication 
and the facilitation of effective learning, it is clear that tlie staff 
expectation of individual study should match, fairly closely, the aver
age which their students claim to be their norm. Overall, the average 
difference was 5 hours, with students estimating 22 hours as the normal 
individual study commitment each week and their teachers estimating 17 
hours. The difference was considerably greater on some courses; the
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extreme examples were a difference of 15 liours between the student 
average estimate of 26 hours and the staff estimate of II hours and 
a difference of TO hours between the student estimate of 2A hours and 
the staff estimate of an average 34 hours individual study each week.
In some cases, the estimates were very close, as little as 2 hours. 
Clearly, these results must be treated with some caution, because 
the estimates must, inevitably be viewed with some scepticism; how
ever, a consistently large discrepancy could be an indicator that the 
students and teachers view the course in a somewhat different light.
The reasons as to why a student undertakes a particular course of 
study may have considerable bearing on liis approach to individual 
elements of the course. If, for example, his goals are such that the 
content and process of a course are of relatively little consequence 
so long as the final certification is achieved, then issues of comm
unication and the effectiveness of learning for its own sake, may 
not be of paramount importance. Students were asked to indicate their 
reasons for embarking on a particular course oË study; their teachers 
were asked to pinpoint the reasons why they expected their students 
would under.td'ce the course. The structure of the question is shown in 
Table 12. Three major options were included; to take a defiiiite step 
towards a career; to experience higher education; and to ]u rsue 
personal academic interests. Various intermediate points were included 
between these three outlooks. In retrospect, however, the validity 
of this framework can be questioned; the "extreme" points indicated 
do not have exactly the same differences between them, although the 
question and the analysis of the responses assumes this. Furthermore, 
other reasons are excluded from consideration and, therefore, the real 
range of attitudes may not be reflected by the responses to this quest
ion. In an attempt to simplify responses, the replies in Table 13 have 
omitted the intermediate responses; these have been divided equally 
between their respective major options; thus those in circle 2 have 
been equally divided between circles I and 3. Replies in circle 4 were 
divided equally between the three alternatives.
The main inference which can be drawn from the responses to this 
question relates to the emphasis placed by both staff and students on 
career factors in determining choice of a course. In individual courses, 
as many as 80 per cent of the students and 90 per cent of staff opt for 
this reason. This response pattern is to be expected, especially in 
view of the avowed Polytechnic ethos and the vocational orientation
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of many of the courses surveyed. Whether a similar pattern would be 
reflected in a university is doubtful. Cross tabulation of the res
ponses to this question with a number of the indicators of commun
ication effectivenesss, suggest that students who are satisfied with 
their course, who are aware of the aims and objectives and who are 
not particularity aware of a perception "gap", are considerably more 
career oriented than their colleagues who do not feel this way. This 
may, of course, be reflective of the type of student or the nature of 
the courses involved rather than indicating a realistic association.
In the case of staff, the picture is reversed, and those who place 
greater emphasis on career factors, are likely to be less satisfied , 
perceive a greater gap and do not believe students to be aware of the 
course aims and objectives. It is difficult to interpret this trend 
in any detail without indulging in pure speculation. It may well be 
that students with a strong career orientation may have a greater tol
erance and determination on a course, so long as their examination 
goals are met, while their teachers, aware of the importance of the 
course to their students, are more conscious of shortcomings and 
probl enis.
This survey certainly confirms the legitimacy of the concept of a 
"gap" between the perceptions of staff and students in higher education; 
this has been shown clearly in the responses to a number of the quest
ions outlined above. However, it is equally clear that this "gap" can
not be quantified or generalised in any meaningful manner. Therefore, 
plans to undertake this were abandoned. As previously indicated (see 
chapter one), a number of the implicit assumptions upon which the 
initial survey was based had to be rejected or revised. The consequence 
of this was the development of a series of instruments to identify some 
of the multitude of causes of a "gap" in staff and student perceptions; 
not to quantify them, but to create awareness of their presence on a 
course so that remedial action could be initiated. These problems are 
unique to the particular course contexts in wliich they are found and 
cannot be generalised elsewhere. These instruments were packaged, in 
draft form, in the booklet, "Communication about Communication", which 
is described in the next chapter.
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Chapter Four 

COMMUNICATION ABOUT COMMUNICATION

The purpose of the survey outlined in the previous chapter was, 
initially, to test the hypothesis that a measureable gap exists 
between the perceptions of students and their teachers on courses 
in higher education. The intention was to devise mechanisms by 
which such a gap could be identified, quantified, and subsequently, 
remedial action be suggested to reduce its impact on the teaching/ 
learning process. As outlined in the introduction this hypothesis 
was under-pinned by a number of rather nai ve assumptions which in 
the event did not stand up to investigation.
These were:

it) that teachers are wholly committed to courses and perceive
them, on the whole, in a favourable light;

ii) that students are generally dissatisfied, to differing extents,
with their courses;

iii) that areas of concern can be rated, placed in hierachical
order and given numerical equivalence;

iv) that areas of concern which teachers perceive to be of
great importance to the success or otherwise of a course,
are perceived likewise by students;

v) that particular issued have a negative or positive effect on
the effectiveness of a course in direct proportion to their
given numerical value or estimated importance as attributed
by teacher or researcher;

vi) that expressed opinions reflect a constant attitude on all
the issues and, in some way, are on accurate reflection of
attitudes to a course, unaffected by immediate events;

vii) that the opinions of students and staff on a course are
relatively homogeneous within each group;

viii) that a structured questionnaire survey is a valid approach
to the gathering of information about staff and student
perceptions of a course;

ix) that teachers and students will interpret questions framed
in the same way in a similar manner.

The evidence from the survey, clearly does not support the initial
hypothesis or the assumptions which underlay it. The information
which can be legitimately gleaned from the survey is relatively



limited, a function both of an unfullfilled hypothesis and 
inappropriate instrument with which to gather data in a wider 
context. What information of value was obtained pertained to 
individual courses and not to aggregated data. No valid information 
about the state of teaching in the surveyed institution can be drawn, 
except that there is considerable diversity in the attitude of both 
staff and students to the courses on which they teach and study.
This diversity in responses In relation to specific courses was the 
main finding of the survey. It is clear that teachers and students 
do perceive their courses in different lights, but no generalized 
comments can be made about these differences. What both the struc
tured questions and the additional comments elicited very clearly 
was that "gaps" do exist, but that their characteristics,extent 
and origins are unique to each situation. It was, furthermore, 
clear that respondents, both teachers and students, had answered 
questions in the light of the immediate situation at the time of 
completing the questionnaires rather than attempting a more general
ized appraisal. This, in retrospect, was inevitable and is very 
likely to influence responses to most student feedback schedules.
Merely to couch the questions in terms which imply generalization about 
the entii^ty of a course is not sufficient. It is clear that such 
responses will be coloured by the "here and now."
Consequently, this realisation necessitated a radically different 
approach to the use of student feedback on teaching and the use 
which is made of information relating to the perception gap.
This gap is evident in most courses- however, its nature, causes, 
and extent are unique to the specific situation in which it is 
manifested. Therefore student feedback information is only valid 
within the immediate context in which it was elicited. It can be 
used to identify aspects of any "gap" which is present at a part
icular time; student feedback, in this sense, can be diagnostic 
but not in any way prescriptive. How the teacher reacts in the 
light of the information provided, is a matter for his own prof
essional judgement, alone or in consultation with colleagues.
The teacher can anticipate possible causes for a gap between his 
own perceptions and those of his students. Problems will be most 
effectively dealt with by dialogue; indeed a genuine exchange of 
views is frequently a more useful approach to identifying problems 
than more "artifical" pen and paper approaches. However, teaching
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situations in higher education do not always allow for useful 
dialogue, particularly early on in a course. Classes are freq
uently too large to obtain any but the most forceably expressed 
opinions ; the teacher may only meet a group infrequently or operate 
from another department in a servicing capacity and, consequently 
find it difficult to gain useful rapport with the student group.
In these situations a "pen and paper" instrument may act as a 
facilitator to discussion; it may be an "ice-breaker" to enable 
students and teacher to discuss issues of mutual concern. It 
may also give the student body a feeling of involvement and genuine 
interest in the organization and teaching of their course which, in 
itself, is no bad thing. However, there is another side to engen
dering interest and discussion about a course in addition to seeking 
information from students. Such a process can be pre-empted by the 
teacher through the provision of as much information as is possible 
about the course, its content, objectives.teaching methods and use 
of resources.
"Communication about Communication" was written with these two 
approaches to the facilitation of discussion about teaching and 
learning in mind. It is an ideas booklet, intending to stimulate 
rather than diotate methods to improve discourse about this issue.
It is subtitled "Ways of improving learning by stimulating communic
ation between teachers and students about the educational processes 
in which they are engaged."
i'hc two approaches to achieving such communication are formulated in 
questions addressed to teachers:
i) "To what extent do you discuss the educational process of a 

course with students; do you give students FEED-IN statements?
ii) To what extent do you discuss effectiveness during a course: 

do you get FEED-BACK statements from your students?"
In the area of Feed-in statements, little more than suggestions 
for action can be undertaken. How these are formulated, when 
instigated and what form they take will depend on the discipline, 
the level of course and the characteristics of both the teaching 
and the teacher himself. The booklet's consideration of this side 
of the activity is confined to seven questions for the teacher to 
muse over;
1. Do you issue students with a statement of aims and objectives 
at the start of a course; do you discuss these at the start; do
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you discuss these on subsequent occasions?
2. Do you issue a programme giving the major teaching events of 
a course?
3. Do you discuss the teaching methods for a course; do you explain 
your choice?
4. Do you assist students in locating resources for individual 
learning; for example, do you issue book lists and library guides?
5. Do you outline your intentions for individual teaching sessions?
6. Do you explain why particular assessment procedures have been 
adopted for a course?
7. Do your students wish to discuss the above questions with you 
and is such discussion profitable?
Some or all of the activities suggested in these questions are 
common practice with many teachers. There are many other activities 
which can be legitimately placed under the umbrella of "feed-in 
statements", relating for example to links between laboratory and 
theoretical work or suggestions for effective study practices for 
particular subjects. The philosophy behind the "feed-in statements" 
is that teaching and learning is an open and co-operative activity; 
any action which the teacher may take to enhance either of these 
aspects can only be of mutual benefit to students and teacher.
This philosophy also underlies the section of the booklet on 
"feed-back statements" which constitutes the main thrust of the 
research project. Feed-back on teaching from students is, as has 
been indicated in previous chapters, a controversial and multi
farious activity. It has taken a wide variety of forms and has 
been initiated with markedly differing political and educational 
intentions. Many of these are rejected outright by this project 
as should be already clear. This is emphasised by a statement in 
the introduction to the booklet:
"A tenet of our approach is that the questions suggested are for 
teachers themselves to ask and not for administrators and others 
to use for purposes of evaluating courses or teachers. The questions 
are not designed for research investigations either. Their purpose 
is to improve communication between teachers and students."
The booklet contains six questionnaires relating to various teaching/ 
learning activities which are common to higher education, comprising;
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i) au overall "Course Effectiveness Questionnaire;"
ii) a "Lecture Evaluation Schedule;"

iii) a "Seminar Evaluation Schedule;"
iv) an "Essay Writing Evaluation Schedule;"
v) a "Practical Class Evaluation Schedule;"

vi) an "Examination Evaluation Schedule;"
Such division is not unique, although developed separately. The 
work of McConnell at the University of Surrey reflects similar 
thinking. Clearly there are other aspects of teaching and learning 
which might warrant investigation on some course in higher education; 
the overall approach can easily be adapted to comply with such 
requirements. Indeed it is categorically stated that the schedules 
contained in the booklet can be employed as they are or may be 
adapted, extended or completely re-written to suit the particular 
requirements of the course in question. The extent to which this 
was actually undertaken can be seen in the case studies in the 
next chapter. Where appropriate, teachers were encouraged to 
reject completely the schedules as contained in the booklet and 
draft an alternative to suit their own needs. For staff who choose 
to use the schedules in the form printed, a pro-forma for compiling 
results is included in the booklet in respect of each schedule.
The wording used in the draft schedules was deliberately kept 
simple and teachers were encouraged to bear this policy in mind 
when adapting schedules. The kind of simple and everyday language 
whicli has been used is open to criticism on ground of ambiguity.
For example, responses to a question such as "To what extent are 
you satisfied with your course?" will depend on the interpretation 
which is placed on words such as "satisfied". If the schedule were 
a research tool, or one from whicli generalizations were to be drawn, 
it would clearly be necessary to avoid use of terms which may be 
seen as ambiguous. However, these enquiries are at a pragmatic level 
into specific teaching events. It is acknowledged that accurate 
objectivity is not attainable. Precise interprétions will vary 
but general trends and attitudes, positive and negative, will be 
evident. Thus the combining of responses will give an indication 
of the "corporate pulse" of the student group and, provided that 
it is recognized as no more than that, it can be useful. It is, 
of course, a volatile indicator, liable to change. Attempts to 
avoid some of the more glaring ambiguities, led to the development
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of the simple validation procedures which are described in chapter
6. Likewise, no attempt has been made to adhere strictly to research 
conventions with respect to the scaling or responses in the schedules. 
The scaling is on three or four points as seemed approprat e to each 
item and in a fashion which appeared both comprehensible and meaningful 
to respondents. Continuous scales, which are frequently employed in 

student feedback questionnaires, do not satisfy either of these 
criteria and make interpretation of results more difficult. Instead 
of the conventional "don't know" response, a wider-embracing "can't 
answer" has been employed. This is in order to cover responses such 
as "don't know,""question not meaningful." "not applicable," "no 
single answer suffices," "I would need to write an essay to answer" etc. 
Questions eliciting a high proportion of "can't answer" responses are, 
therefore, likely to have been inappropriate to the investigation at 
hand and require further consideration.
One general model for the use of "Communication about Communication" 
was suggested to staff in the institution when they were sent copies. 
This was to use the "Course Effectiveness Questionnaire*'as a general 
"pulse-taking" exercise, to determine whether and where particular 
problems, regarding the course, may lie. Subsequently, more detailed 
information about specific areas could be sought, either utilizing 
the other schedules or ones designed specifically. This model was 
implicit in the design of the booklet and the expectation was that 
many participating staff would follow it. However, as the case 
studies indicate, the teaching situations in which "Communication 
about Communication" was utilized did not necessarily suit the 
approach suggested and only in a limited number of instances was 
it followed.
It was soon evident that the booklet promoted interest among staff 
for a variety of reasons which had not been fully anticipated. These 
reasons all fall broadly under the umbrella of the facilitation of 
communication between teachers and students, but have their own 
characteristics and motivations. In generalised terms, the reason 
for using "Communication about Communication" included:
a) as a junior-staff training and awareness exercise;
b) as a technique for getting to know a group of students;
c) as a means of assisting course review prior to a CNAA visitation;



d) as a means of identifying problems with a course recently 
adopted and due for change;

e) to identify weak points in lecturing style;
f) to assist in the introduction of evaluation and assessment concepts;
g) to promote similar "self-review" among practicing teachers.
It is evident, therefore, that the actual uses which were made of 
"Communication about Communication" show considerable divergence 
from the intentions and expectations which were originally identified 
for it. Such changes are consistent with the overall development
of the project which, ultimately, seeks to meet the practical needs 
of teachers in facilitating communication with students rather than 
attempting to impose some theoretical and pre-determined model upon 
them. Therefore the evaluation of the success or otherwise, of 
"Communication about Communication" cannot be attempted against pre
determined objectives and criteria. The evaluation is presented in 
the form of a number of case studies which, briefly, describe 
initiative which originated from the booklet. They may provide ideas 
for further use of the material or may be deemed inappropriate. By 
sending a copy of the booklet to all academic staff in the institution, 
some considerable interest, both positive and negative, was stimulated 
into the educational and political implications- of student opinion on 
teaching and learning. This, in itself, may stimulate and influence 
future practice, even if indirectly and without reference to this 
particular project. Such developments cannot easily be evaluated.
The case studies provide direct evidence for the use of "Communication 
about Communication." This is the most positive evaluation available 
and one which alone justifies the project.
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Chapter Five 

CASE STUDIES

The booklet, "Communication about Communication", was developed 
and tested so as to provide teachers with the germs of tools to 
facilitate improved communication about the teaching and learning 
process in higher education. The previous chapter outlines the 
theoretical and practical rationale of the package,up to the time 
of its publication, as a series of draft schedules for consider
ation by teachers. The booklet ia included as an appendix.
The schedules and procedures were tested extensively at Trent Poly
technic and elsewhere. A copy of "Communication about Communication' 
was sent to all academic staff at Trent Polytechnic, early in the 
autumn term of the 1978-79 academic year. Teachers were invited to 
try out the procedures in a manner appropriate to their particular 
courses,either as a self-conducted exercise or with my direct ass
istance and involvement. The formèr approach allowed little scope 
for feed-back for my use as a researcher, but was consistent with 
the overall aims and philosophy of the project which included a 
commitment to confidentiality as well as placing practical applic- 
tion before research considerations. The latter approach, adopted 
by many of the teachers, allowed a detailed monitoring of all per
spectives of the initiatives: the course context; the source of 
initiative for implementation (individual, course team etc.); the 
staff involved; the process of schedule adaptation or construction; 
the procedure; student reactions; the results of the evaluation and 
of the validity tests (see chapter six); the subsequent reactions 
of staff and the overall effects of the exercise. This information 
provided detailed and wide-ranging feed-back on the potential and 
practical uses to which the draft procedures could be put; indeed, 
a number of these were not anticipated at the time that "Communicat
ion about Communication" was developed. These included:

i) as a training device and awareness exercise for junior 
staff. A senior course tutor in a specialised, technical 
department expressed concern about a course in which student 
interest and staff commitment appeared to be low. Junior 
staff were strongly encouraged to employ techniques suggested 
in the booklet, both to develop student interest in the 
course and as a means of creating awareness about their own 
teaching. Teacher feed-back from this exercise was positive

-46-



and led to further work ip that department.
ii) as a technique for getting to know a group of students.
A teacher operating in a service capacity utilised an amal
gamation of the course effectiveness and lecture schedules, 
early in a course, to encourage discussion and interest from a 
group of students with whom communication appeared strained. 
Where this initiative differs from the anticipated model is 
that administration took place at a time when useful comments 
about the course could not really be expected; it was too 
early. The actual results of the questionnaire were of little 
interest to the teacher, although he utilised them to initiate 
discussion with the group.
iii) as means of assisting course review prior to a Council 
for National Academic Awards visitation. The results of this 
exercise were kept internal to the course team and not pres
ented to CNAA. It was used as part of a wider strategy to iden
tify problems and issues relating to the existing course so 
that they could be considered in the preparation of the re-sub
mission to CNAA.
iv) as a means of identifying problems in a course for which res
ponsibility had recently been taken. In this instance, a teacher 
took over responsibility for a laboratory class at the start of 
an academic year and had no opportunity to alter content or 
practice from the previous year. He undertook a detailed exper
iment -by- experiment evaluation of the course and its parallel 
lecture course on theory so as to enable him to develop a linked 
and cohersnt course compatible with his own ideas and philosophy. 
He also used the exercise to increase student awareness of the 
aims of each practical session and sought feed-back on their 
understanding and experience of each session.
v) to identify weak points in lecturing style. This fairly con
ventional use of the schedule was undertaken by a lecturer whose 
native language was not English. He wished to identify partic
ular aspects of his lecturing c^,which to concentrate particular 
attention. He also had the secondary purpose of improving rapport 
with the student group by being seen to acknowledge his diffic
ulties .
vi) to assist in the introduction of evaluation and assessment 
concepts. This was the most unexpected use of "Communication 
about Communication". It involved a three day course for prac-
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ticing professionals in a caring profession, who were to super
vise and assess students during their field work practice. Reg
ular evaluatory exercises, verbal as well as "pen and paper", 
were undertaken so as to introduce concepts and pitfalls relating 
to evaluation of performance and self-evaluation of teaching 
activities. A similar intent was evident in the use of instruments 
with a group of teachers on an in-service course; they were en
couraged to undertake such exercises with their own students, 
either using similar instruments or alternatives developed with 
their own context in mind.

These outlines indicat^ome of the uses to which "Communication about 
Communication" was put during its testing stages. A more detailed dis
cussion of a number of the initiatives will indicate the nature of the 
work in greater depth. These will be outlined in a manner which^pro
tects the anonymity of students, individual teachers and departments. 
This is essential to both the credibility of the project and to the 
future of educational research in the institution. It would not be 
appropriate to include details of all the initiatives mounted; rather, 
a small number will be detailed and common threads and features drawn 
from others to supplement discussion. As the examples already outlined 
already indicate, the exercise was characterised by the variety of 
uses to which the draft procedures were put; therefore, generalisation 
must necessarily be tent^ve. This report is compiled on the basis of 
25 detailed case studies which were carried out in Trent Polytechnic. 
The full case record has been filed but the need for confidence means 
that no more than general reference can be made to them.
It is relevant, at this point, to comment briefly on the context in 
which I operated as the researcher; my status, and relationships with 
all those involved in the project, staff and students. As a relatively 
young research assistant, a problem of credibility was clearly a poten
tial hinderance in so far as academic staff were concerned, especially 
in such a sensitive area as teaching and learning. In practice, I 
found little evidence of this as a hinderance to my work; indeed, in 
general, teachers accepted the expertise I was offering them without 
reference to status or age. With regard to the student body, no prob
lems were encountered here in establishing a working rapport. I was 
accepted as a junior staff member, deta ched from the academic depart
ment involved as well as from the institutional administration. 1 ex
plained my position clearly to all student groups with whom I worked. 
However, I am confident from the detailed discussions which I had with
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students individually and in groups, that the replies which I 
obtained in collaboration with a member of the teaching staff 
did not differ in any significant mannet from those which the 
teacher would have obtained by initiating and implementing the pro- 
rocedure above. Because of the nature of the instruments used 
and the theoretical premises relating to the "one-off," nature of 
each feed-back exercise, this contention cannot be empirically 
tested, as clearly any repeat or split-half process will be eval
uating a different educational and logistical situation in terms 
of those involved and in terms of the time of implementation.

The Case Studies
A total of eleven studies were undertaken in one technical, voc
ational department. They all relate to sub-degree courses and 
were the result of contact and discussion with one senior member 
of the department. Following the circulation of "Communication 
about Communication", he expressed enthusiasm about the procedures 
and wished to use them himself, and to persuade junior colleagues 
to do likewise, particularily in relation to a course where a 
number of problems relating to student interest and teacher comm
itment, were evident. He said," I have worked in industry for 
many years and nobody can tell me much about my subject, but I'm 
a novice in so far as teaching is concerned. A procedure like this 
will, I hope, tell me more about the process of my teaching."
Five courses, taught by this teacher, were evaluated. Three related 
to the three year sub-degree course, mentioned above, which had a 
student intake of both school leavers and those with experience in 
industry. These courses constitute Case Studies 1-3. The final qual
ification is virtually a pre-requisite for promotion in management. 
The evaluations were undertaken, using a modification of the Lecture 
Evaluation Schedule. The teacher's aim was to obtain a picture of 
how his students viewed his teaching during each year of the course. 
As the researcher, I was seen as a consultant in pedagogic enquiry, 
and the modifications to the schedule were the result of consultat
ion between the teacher and myself. Question I was altered from 
"How useful are my lectures in helping you to achieve the course 
objectives?" to "How useful are my lectures in helping you to pass 
the examination?"- in the context of this course, these two alter
natives virtually constitute the same thing. In the same way,
"course objectives" in question 7, was replaced by reference to the
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Table 15

LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CASE STUDY I 10
No. ofCourse

The purpose of lectures is inevitable to transfer knowledge 
from lecturer to students. This is the case irrespective of 
whether the lecture is intended to arouse interest, to provide 
factual information or to evaluate ideas and data.
From time to time in a course of lectures, it seems worthwhile 
to ask 'How's it going?' The following schedule is intended to 
provide me with some feedback on the effectiveness or otherwise 
of my series of lectures.
!.. How useful are my lectures in helping you to pass the

examination? a b
a = usually useful b - sometimes useful, sometimes 
not c = rarely useful d = can't answer

2. How relevant do you think my lectures will be to work
in your Intended career? a b
a = usually relevant b = sometimes relevant, sometimes 
not c = rarely relevant d - can't answer

3. How do you find my speaking style in'lectures? a b
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, q
sometimes not c «= often difficult to follow
d - can't anwer

4. How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors
etc? 'a b
a, = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, ^g
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

5. Do X give appropriate opportunity for student 
participation in my lectures? a b
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer g ^

b. Is the pace of my presentation right for you? a b
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d - can't y 3

answer

For responses to question 7 see below

The regional accent is sometimes difficult to follow but these 
problems are quickly sorted out.
Sometimes there is a difficulty with understanding certain 
words of the language barrier, but I would say the lectures 
on the whole are excellent. You are one of the few lecturers 
who makes lectures interesting.

rep]i es



Table 16

LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CASE STUDY 
Course

Instructions similar to those in Case Study I.
1. How useful are my lectures in helping you to pass 

the examination?
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

2. How relevant do you think my lectures will be to work 
in your intended career?
a = usually relevant b = sometimes relevant, sometimes 
not c = rarely relevant d = can't answer

3. How do you find my speaking style in lectures? 
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow
d s= can't .answer

4. How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors 
etc?
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

5. Do I give appropriate opportunity'for student 
participation in my lectures?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

b. Is the pace of my presentation right for you?
a = usually b ■= sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer
Supplementary Question:

8 . Has the course to date been relevant to 'your recent 
industrial experience? .
a = usually relevant b = sometimes relevant, sometimes 
not c = rarely relevant d = can't answer

No. of 
replies

10

For responses to question 7 see below

1. A very good teacher. It is typical that he is the one asking 
these questions

2. Sometimes a bit aggressive in asking questions - makes me panic.



Table 17

LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CASE STUDY 3 
Course No. of 

replies
Instructions similar to those in Case Study I.
1. How useful are my lectures in helping you to pass 

the examination?
a = usually useful b - sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful d = can’t answer

2. How relevant do you think my lectures will be to 
work in your intended career?
a = usually relevant b <= sometimes relevant, sometimes 
not c - rarely relevant d « can't answer

3. How do you find my speaking style in lectures? 
a = usually easy to follow b - sometimes easy, 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow
d = can't answer

4. How do you rate my use of aids *• blackboard, projectors 
etc?
a = usually easy to follow b « sometimes easy, 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

5. Do I give appropriate opportunity for student 
participation in my lectures?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

b. Is the pace of my presentation right for you?
a = usually b «= sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

7. Has the course to date been relevant to your recent
industrial experience?
a = usually relevant b = sometimes relevant sometimes ■ 
not c “ rarely relevant d = can't answer

b c d
a « 1 -

a b C d
10 5 - -

b e d
10 5 - -

a b c d
12 2 1 -

a b c d
13 1 - 1

b c d
9 5 1 -

a •■b C d
10 3 2 _



examination.An additional question was constructed to ask, "How 
relevant do you think my lectures will be to work in your intended 
career?". In retrospect this question has a distict weakness, because 
of the mixed nature of the group, half with and half without indust
rial experience. This modified schedule formed the basis for all the 
evaluations in the department, although some further changes were 
made.
Likewise, the px'ocsduresfor implementation established a pattern 
which was closely followed during subsequent exercises in the depart
ment. At the end of the lecture, the teacher left the room and I ex
plained to the students the purpose of the evaluation (in terms of 
the lecturer's intentions). I issued the forms which were completed 
there and then and which I collected, I then discussed with the 
students the procedure and its implications. During the first run 
with first-year students, they were co-operative and enthusiastic 
and thought the procedure a useful and worthwhile one. However, they 
pointed out that the lecturer was one of their best. One student 
said," I wish we'd have the chance to say something about the others". 
There was some evident scepticism whether criticisms would be acted 
upon.
The responses were counted, tabulated and returned to the teacher 
later on the same day. With the first year group, the only diffic
ulty related to the teacher's regional accent. The summary was sub
sequently discussed by teacher and students, but I was, unfortunat-» 
ely, not present to observe the discussion. At a later meeting, 1 
found the students appreciative of the initiative, while the teacher 
was pleased with the level of rapport and discussion which emin- 
ated and felt that the students would now be more confident in 
bringing problems to him. While only ten students were involved in 
this exercise and a good teacher-student working relationship al
ready existed, perhaps the most valuable aspect was that it gave the 
teacher confidence to try the procedure with other groups.
The second year group were very keen to participate in the exercise, 
having heard about it from their colleagues. The schedule was mod
ified to include an additional question which, because of timing and 
reprographic problems, had to be written on the blackboard. This 
question read, "Has the course to date been relevant to your rec
ent industrial experience?" and was included because the teacher 
felt some concern that the theoretical teaching input had insuffic
ient relationship with what he saw as the more fundamental industrial



experience aspect of the course. The results did not support this 
concern and, overall, were very favourable. The procedure was some
what atypical in this instance; the schedule was administered by 
the teacher who explained its purpose to the student group. Coll
ection was undertaken by a volunteer student who placed the quest
ionnaires in an envelope and handed it to me at the end of the class.
I then discussed the exercise with the group, who appreciated the 
element of consultation and the resulting feeling of involvement in 
the course.
The third year group were surveyed some four months prior to the 
end of their course with the same schedule as that given to the sec
ond year group. They were more wary of the exercise and some resent
ed the loss of teaching time and could see little benefit to them
selves in the exercise. However, they all co-operated and subsequent
ly reacted in a more positive manner. Their responses reflected this 
more negative perception of the exercise, and were more cautiously 
favourable than the two previous initiatives. The teacher was some
what disappointed at the level of student response. He suggested 
that, as he knew the group fairly well, the exercise was a mistake 
and, so late in the course, could not contribute much to improved 
staff-student communication.
Subsequent work in the same department saw little modification of 
the schedules or procedures. Two junior members of the department 
were involved with the remaining six exercises and both had, indep- 
endemtly, expressed an interest in "Communication about Communic
ation"; indeed, one of them had already evaluated one class by 
writing questions from the Lecture Evaluation Schedule on the 
blackboard and asking students to write their answers on paper. 
Questions for part-time courses were slightly re-worded to relate 
the course to current employment rather than anticipated employ
ment. The exercises were all well received by students; indeed, a 
group of part-time, mature students expressed considerable surprise 
at being consulted at all.
The.case studies in this department were all within the general expec
tations which had been formulated for the project with the schedules 
modified somewhat, being used to gain information and facilitate 
discussion. This was also true of a number of other exercises. For 
example, a teacher of European origin in a technological department, 
wished to obtain information on his lecturing style and utilised the 
Lecture Evaluation Schedule without alteration. He sought to evaluate
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Table 18
LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CASE STUDY 4 32

Course No.of
replies

Instructions similar to those in Case Study I.
1. How useful are my lectures in helping you to achieve a b e d

the course objectives
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

Have you any other comments which would help you and 
me to be-more effective in trying to achieve the course 
objectives in these lectures?

How do you find my speaking style in lectures? a b e d
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors a b

a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy sometimes 
not c = often difficult to follow d = can't answer

Do I give appropriate opportunity for student a b
participation in my lectures?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d ■= can't answer
Is the pace of my presentation right for you? . a b e d

4 23 4 1



Table 19

LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CAâG STUDY 5 
Course

26 
No. of 
replier;

Instructions similar to those in Case Study I.
1. How useful are my lectutes in helping you to achieve 

the course objectives?
a - usually useful b = sometimes useful sometimes not 
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

2. How do you find my speaking style in lectures? 
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow
d = can't answer

3. How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors 
etc?
a = usually easy to follow b » sometimes eàsy sometimes 
not c = often difficult to follow d = can't answer

4. Do I give appropriate opportunity for student 
participation In my lectures?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

5. Is the pace of my presentation right for you?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

h. Have you any other comments which would help you and
me to be tnobe effective in trying to achieve the 
course objectives in these lectures?

a b e d
4 13 8 1

a b e d  
M  S - 1

a b 
11 15



Table 20

LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CASE STUDY (, 
Course No. of

replie,'

Instructions similar to those in Case Study 1.
1. How useful are my lectures in helping you to achieve 

the course objectives?
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful sometimes not 
r = rarely useful d = can't answer

?. How do you find my speaking style in lectures?
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy,
sometimes not c - often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

3. How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors 
etc?
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy sometimes 
not c = often difficult to follow d « can't answer

4. Do I give appropriate opportunity for student
participation in my lectures?
a = usually b = sometimes c « rarely d = can’t answer

5. Is the pace of my presentation right for you?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

b. Have you .any other comments which would help you and
me to be more effective in trying to achieve’ the
course objectives in these lectures?

a b c d
15 5 - -

a b c d
3 10 7 -

b c d
3 13 A -

b d
19 1 - -

b c d
10 4 -



the three college-based years of a sandwich degree-course and I 
administered the schedule to his classes of 32, 26 and 20 students 
at the end of the lectures. The teacher was concerned that his 
accent would act as a barrier to communication; as the results show 
in Case Studies 4-6, this decreased markedly from first to fourth 
years. The teacher appeared very satisfied with the results of the 
procedure. He took the critical elements of the evaluation very 
seriously, and discussed the issues in greater detail with the 
students. I was present during these discussions. The level was con
structive and mature, with the students elaborating on points and 
issues raised in the questionnaire and the teacher was able to react 
and explain his attitude to the points.
The Lecture Evaluation Schedule was also used, unchanged, by a teacher 
in the human sciences with a long-standing interest in teaching and 
learning. His main interest was in the mechanics of teaching for whicl^, 
he argued, the Lecture Evalation Schedule was appropriate.Indeed, 
prior to contacting me,he had intended to undertake the survey him
self but, having reproduced the schedule, decided to invite me to 
undertake the administration so as to ensure confidentiality. I did 
this with students in the second year of a degree coursç, at the end 
of a morning session, explaining the purpose of the exercise. The 
schedules were collected again in the afternoon; 56 returns from a 
total enrollment of 65 were received. The general attitude of the 
student group was difficult to determine; there was an element of 
apathy; some hostility, with three students refusing to co-operate; 
and also more positive comments. The results of the exercise were 
uniformly favourable; this somewhat disappointed the teacher, who 
was concerned that something about his lecturing was "not quite 
right". The exercise failed to identify his concerns or assumed 
weaknesses as a teacher. However, the seeds of a new rapport were 
established which, according to subsequent discussion with the teacher, 
enabled more substantive discussion about teaching processes and 
learning to be undertaken with the group.
The impetus for use of "Communication about Communication", which 
has been outlined in the previous case studies, is characterised by 
the concern of senior staff for their own teaching and that of their 
colleagues. Very different was the exercise undertaken with a new 
member of staff in a technological subject area. Upon arrival, he was 
given a servicing course to teach, a one-year, sub-degree, profess
ional qualification; successful completion entitles transfer to deg-
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Table 21
LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE 5b

CASU STUDY 7 No. ofreplies
Instructions similar to those in Case Study I.

1. How useful are my lectures in helping you to achieve a b e d
the course objectives? ' 50 4 0 ?
a - usually useful b = sometimes useful sometimes not 
c = rarely useful d = can't answer
How do you find my speaking style in lectures? a b e d

0usually .easy to follow b = sometimes easy ..
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer
How do you rate my use of aids,- blackboard, projectors a b e d  
etc?
a = usually easy to follow . b » sometimes easy sometimes 
not c = often difficult to follow d can't answer

^ 1 4  4 0

Do I give appropriate opportunity for student a b e d
participation in my lectures? P ,,
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely 
d = can't answer
Is the pace of my presentation right for you? a b e d
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely 
d = can't answer
Have you any other comments which would help you and 
me to be more effective in trying to achieve the 
course objectives in these lectures?



ree but the course is seen by many students ds an end in itself.
The teacher had no say regarding the course content and was wary 
of clashing with the "parent” department, with whom he had already 
disagreed. Consequently, he was concerned to avoid any implied 
criticism of colleagues.
The teacher contacted me some two months after the distribution
of the booklet. He had already administered the Lecture Evaluation
Schedule, without alteration, but had found it unsatisfactory in
some respects. He wanted a fairly broad .erspective on the course

f
as a whole, but was restricted in this because this may have im
pinged on colleagud"s' work. We eventually settled on an adaptation 
and extension of the Lecture Evaluation Schedule, with considerable 
emphasis placed on the project element of the course (Case Study 8).
I administered the schedule in class and was able to discuss it 
with the group. Having previously completed a similar form, some 
of the students were dubious of the value of repeating the exercise. 
The reasons for the re-run were explained and they co-operated 
fully. The results were, generally, favourable and the teacher was 
satisfied with the procedure. However, he felt that the exercise 
would be more useful run solely by himself, rather than with out
side assistance. This was the model he intended to use, subsequently. 
As he intended to undertake regular course review combined with 
closer rapport with the group. This approach does not conflict with 
the promotional aims of the project and I welcomed it, as an indic
ation of possible long-term use of the package.
The previous exercise was initiated by a teacher who was concerned 
about a course which he had not planned. The same is true of the 
teacher who contacted me fairly early on in the academic year, ex
pressing concern about the practical element of a two-year applied 
science course, with an enrollment of 27 students. He had recently 
taken over responsibility for the course and was disturbed at the 
way it operated, with little association to the parallel lecture 
course. In previous years, little attempt had been made to indic
ate to students the purpose of the practical exercises; to over
come this, the teacher prepared a brief statement of objectives 
for each class, which was discussed and explained before the exper
iments were started. It was this on-going procedure which he wished 
to monitor as well as student perceptions of how the laboratory 
classes associated with the lecture sessions.
The questionnaire which we developed was not based directly on

-53-



3 24 3 1

Table 22

LECTURE EVALUATION SCHEDULE CASli STUDY M

Instructions similar to those in Case Study I.

1. What are your aims and objectives in undertaking this a b e d  
course?
a = to qualify for a degree course (full-time) 
b = to obtain a qualification for a career 
c = to qualify for a part-time degree course in 
the future d = to enable me to secure a job 
e = none of these (specify your reasons over)

2. How useful are my lectures in helping you to achieve 
these aims and objectives?
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful, sometimes 
not c c rarely useful d «= can't answer

3. How do you find my speaking style in lectures? 
a = usually easy to follow b ■= sometimes easy 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d - can't answer

4. How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors 
etc?
a = usually easy to follow b >= sometimes easy 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

5. Do I give appropriate opportunity for student 
participation in my lectures? 
a - usually b = sometimes c = rarely 
d = can't answer

b. Is the pace of my presentation right for you?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely 
d = can't answer

7. How useful do you find the project work in general? 
a = very useful b = sometimes useful sometimes not
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

8 . How Useful do you find the construction technology 
project work?
a = very useful b = sometimes useful sometimes not
c = -rarely useful d = can't answer

9. Have you any other comments about the course which may
help me to be more effective in my teaching? (Continue
over )

b c d
21 10 - -

a b C d
22 9 “ -

b c d
24 5 ? -

g b d
10 18 ? 1

a b C d
22 8 1 -

a b c d
11 2 0 - -

b c d
13 lb 0 2



any contained in "Communication about Communication, although a 
similar one had, earlier, been drafted ahd omitted from the final 
version. It was designed for repeated use, after each practical 
session, and the procedure was that students would return the slips 
with their note-books in which each experiment was written up, ensur
ing that the two were kept separate when handed in. It was hoped 
that the instrument would take no more than five minutes to complete. 
It would not be appropriate to include details of individual exer
cises here; they are too numerous, repetitious and the procedure 
soon became the responsibility of the teacher and I had little 
access to the work. The schedule included questions on the avail
ability of equipment and whether it operated satisfactorarily; the 
extent of student understanding of objectives as specified and their 
relationship to the lecture course; the time taken to complete both 
the experiment and the write up.
The responses were counted and appraised in relation to each exper
iment by the teacher, although I did assist in the early runs and 
discussed the procedure with some of the students. Their reactions 
were generally positive and appeared keen to participate in the exer
cise when its purpose was explained. The teacher was very satisfied 
with the procedure and expressed the intention of maintaining its 
use. He felt that the combination of pre-experimental discussion 
and post-experiment feed-back enabled him to establish a much more 
effective working relationship with his students.
"Communication about Communication" was not designed, exclusively, 
for use by individual teachers; it was deemed to be appropriate for 
course teams or teachers involved in team-teaching as well. The 
latter context is exemplified by evaluations undertaken with both 
years of a professional training course. The two teachers respon
sible for a particular element of the course, approached me late in 
the academic year, as a result of mounting concern with the relatively 
informal teaching approach they had adopted. A Course Evaluation 
Schedule was developed from the Course Effectiveness and Lecture 
Evaluation Schedules and included reference to the particular 
teaching strategies which, the teachers felt, were not entirely 
successful. In the case of the first-year group, I administered 
the schedule to the group, who were all provided with copies of the 
report. The exercise with the second year was undertaken at the 
final course meeting and the students were asked to return the sched
ules in an addressed envelope, through the internal mail. A total
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COURSE EVALUATION SCHEDULE

Table 23

case study 10

This questionnaire seeks information about the above course of study. 
Please answer as frankly as you can. Do not write your name on the 
sheet. Write the letter which represents the option nearest to your 
present opinion in the appropriate box. Take 'can't answer’ to include 
'don't know', 'question not meaningful', ! no single answer suffices' and 
'I would need to write an essay to answer'.

the course objectives?
a - usually useful b = sometimes useful sometime: 
not c = rarely useful d = can't answer

2. How do you rate the various elements of the course 
as learning experiences which are worthwhile to 
you? (the person issuing the questionnaire will 
identify the elements using the codes 2 A  to 2J).
a = very worthwhile b = worthwhile c = hardly 
worthwhile d = worthless e = can't answer
2A Role-play exercise 2B Lecturing 
2C Written exercises 2D Interview exercises 
2E Video tape sessions 2F Team teaching 

situa I 1ons

3. How do you find our speaking styles in the 
sessi ons?
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

4. How do you rate our use of aids - blackboard etc?
a - usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

5. Is there appropriate opportunity for student 
participation in the sessions?
a - usually b = sometimes c = rarely 
d - can't answer

D. Is the pace of presentation tight for you? 
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely 
d = can't answer

7. Have you any other comments which would be of 
help to us on the course?

eve a b c d
1 8 19 5

b c d
2A e 9 13 2
2B 3 22 3 1 3
2C 2 15 10 2 3
2D 5 8 13 3 3
2E 10 19 2 1
2F 4 14 5 1 8

b d
3 20 12

b d
4 13 14 .4 1

a b c d
5 22 8 2

a b c d
b 19 7 5 1

For responses to question 7 see below

l.'I feel too much is being included in these sessions, which means 
that each activity has to be rushed. Perhaps It would be better 
to have lettures only some weeks and devote other weeks solely 
to group exercises.

?. Perhaps working in a smaller lecture group would make participation 
for some e a s i e r .

3. In preparation for seminars perhaps each topic ought to be learned 
by everyone and l e s s  talk should come from the lecturer: i.e. he/ 
s h e  should be a chiarman.

4. I feel this sequence could be better presented by seminar.
5. Perhaps we could learn more about the theory of interviewing b e f o r e  

role play is u s e d .

b. Course seems very basic.

7. Found the course of very little value.
R. Witil regard to question o, X feel that the presentation could be

paced much faster. Maybe the size of our course is prohibitive with 
regard to student participation.

0. More use could bo made of tapes (visual aids) In learning about 
flifferent methods.



Table 24

COURSE EVALUATION SCHEDULE; CASE STUDY 10 b N = ?b

This questionnaire seeks information about the above course of study. 
Please answer as frankly as you can. Do not '.rite your name on the sheet 
Write the letter which represents the option nearest to your present 
opinion in the appropriate box. Take 'can't answer' to include 'don't 
know', 'question not meaningful',, 'no single answer suffices' and 'I 
would need to write an essay to answer'.

1. How useful were our sessions in helping you to ach' 
the course objectives?
a - usually useful b = sometimes useful sometimes 
not c = rarely useful d = can't answer

?. How do you rate the various elements of the course 
as learning experiences which were worthwhile to 
you? (the person Issuing the questionnaire will 
identify the elements using the codes 2A to 2J).
2A Role-play exercises 2B Lecturing 
2C Written exercises 2D Interview exercises 
2E Video tape sessions 2F Team teaching

situations
3. How did you find our speaking styles in the 

sessi ons?
a = usually easy to follow b  = sometimes easy 
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d = can't answer

4. How did you rate our use of aids - blackboard etc?
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy
sometimes not c = often difficult to follow 
d - can't answer

5. Was there appropriate opportunity for student 
participation in the sessions?
a = usually b  a sometimes c = rarely
d = can't answer

b. Was the pace of presentation right for you?
a = usually b  = sometimes c = rarely o 10 8
d = can't answer

7. Have you any other comments which would be of help 
to us on the course in future years?

8 . In retrospect, how would you rate the course? a b
a = very worthwhile b = worthwhile c = hardly 2 10
worthdhile d = worthless e = can't answer

a b d
1 8 14 3 1

a b d e
2A 7 5 11 3 0
213 8 13 4 0 1
2C 1 9 13 1 0
2D 3 9 11 1 2
2E 9 12 3 0 2
2F 8 14 2 1 1

a b d
3 18 - -

a b d
4 12 12 2 0

a b c d
5 24 2 0 0

b d



of 35 schedules were handed out and 26 returned, some by external 
post. While one of these exercises is representative of formative 
evaluation, the latter is closer to the summative approach, frequent
ly adopted in student evaluation exercises. Both produced relatively 
mixed results, as had been anticipated, with some of the teaching 
strategies rated poorly. This did not surprise the teachers- "That's 
why we wanted it done", was the response. The results were discussed 
in detail with the students and the two teacher were confident that 
they could implement a number of teaching and content changes to 
improve the course.
A larger-scale course review, involving a large number of staff, was 
undertaken with a multi-disciplinary honours degree programme. On 
this course, students choose from a variety of options, while also 
taking a number of compulsory core components. The course "straddles" 
various departments in the Polytechnic. All three years of the course 
were consulted, with returns of 47 from 64 for the first year, 43 out 
of 59 for the second year and 32 out of 56 for the final year.
The course in question was undergoing review, with a re-submission 
to the Council for Academic Awards, pending. Implementation followed 
an approach to the Dean of the school, who was fairly keen to co-op
erate. He made contact with the course leader, who organised a gen
eral meeting for staff concerned. I outlined the purpose of the exer
cise to 15 of the 25 staff involved in all three years of the course; 
this was to give them feed-back on the course ih general and to pro
vide information for the re-submission, for their own use and not 
for presentation to CNAA. Reaction, at this meeting, was very mixed, 
with some teachers openly hostile, while others were keen to co-op
erate. The initial step was to consist of a blanket evaluation of 
each year, based on the Course Effectiveness Questionnaire. The in
tention was that more specific instruments could be used for indiv
idual units at a later date.
It was decided to use the same instrument for all three years of the 
course. Much of the meeting with staff, once the principle had been 
agreed, was devoted to discussing the content of the questionnaire 
to be used and the procedure for administration, appropriate for 
each year. Various proposals for changes to the Course Effectiveness 
Questionnaire were put forward; I noted these down and drafted an 
instrument which was sent to all teachers involved; this was accepted, 
Procedure differed between the three years, reflecting the structure 
of the course. I administered the schedule to the first year students
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Table 25

Case Study II Year ! N = 4 7

COURSE EFFECTIVENESS QUESnONNAUIE
71ils queBtlonnalre wsekn Inform ation about your p resen t co u rse  of study. P le a se  answer  
as frankly tts you can . Do nol_write your nam e on the sh e e t. W rite the le tter  which 
rep resen ts  the option n ea rest to your p resen t opinion In the appropriate boa. Take 'can't 
answ er' to Include 'don't know ', 'question not m ean ingfu l', 'no sin gle  answ er su ffices ' and 
'1 would need to w rite  an e s s a y  to an sw er'.

Responses1. To what extent have you been made aware of the aims 
of the course?
a= fully h= to  some e x te n t  C” liard ly  a b c il c
d= not at a l l  e= c a n 't  answer n n  a Î  "i

2. How do you rate the v a r io u s o lem en is  of your c o u r se  a s  learn ing exp erien ces  
which are worthwhile to )uu?

a = v ery  worthw hile b - worthwhile c  «  hard ly  worthw hile
d = w o rth less  e  = can't a n sw er f« do n ot ta k e  op tio n
O ption A Opt ion 0

Opt ion 11 O plioii II

O ption C
Option D The identification of options would breach

confidential ily and the results of tlie evaluation 
(ption b gyp of little meaning without identification.
Opt i on F

3. What do you es tim a te  to be your average workload p e r  w eek  at the p resen t  
t im e?  Include a ll  a c tiv itie s  which are Intended to prom ote your learning,
le  le c tu r e s , tu to r ia ls , s e m in a r s , p ractioa la , p r o fess io n a l p lacem en ts, as w ell 
as reading, e s s a y  w ritin g  and other form s of p r ivate  study.
a = le s s  than 30 hours p e r  week b = 3 0 -3 5  h ou rs c  " 3 6 -4 0  hours a b c d c
d f  m ore than 40  hours e  ■= can't answ er q fc \ ç

4 . Do you co n sid er  that you r workload Is:
a = e x c e s s iv e  b  «  ra th er too much c = about r igh t d -  too little
e  -  can 't a n sw er a b c d et i n  I q

5. To what .extent do you find the present balance between contact classes 
and individual study time satisfactory?
a= t o o  much class contact time b= about tl\e right balance a b e d
c= t o o  l i t t l e  class Contact time d= can't answer “b U Î1 S

6. To what ex ten t a re  you sa tis fie d  with your c o u r se?
a -  v ery  sa tis fie d  b « sa tisfied  c «= d is sa t is f ie d  d = v e r y  d issa tisf ied
e = can't answ er a b c d e

7. To w h at e x t e n t  do you think the course units comprise a coherent I * 7 I o 
and logical course?
a= very coherent and logical b- reasonably coherent and logical a b e d
c= lacks coherence and logic d= can't answer -j n p n

8. To what extent are you satisfied with the personal tutor system?
a= very satisfied b= satisfied c- dissatisfied ' ^
d= very dissatisfied e= can't answer 2\ 3 D S'



Table 26
N = <13

Case Study II 
t l/UnSE EFFECnVENRKS QUI.N JIÜHNAIHE
■nvlB qucBltonnnlre «eek» Jului h. iUoii nlmiil yoiir p resen t oouree ol stutly. rlcnse nnnwer 
II" Irnnkly as  you can . Do nol_« i iu? you- nam e on the sh e e t. W rlle the le tter  which 
r ep resen ts  the option n e a r e st  to your p resen t opinion In the appropriate Im>x. Take ican't 
aiiawer' to Include 'don't know', 'quesllon  not m ean ingful', 'no s IiikIc answ er sufficea' and 
'I would need to w rlle  an e s s a y  lo an sw er'.

IP'Siinn'ir'î1. In whal (-.\tciil have you I" on iiiado aw.-nc of the aims 
of the course?
a- I'ully h= lo some oMrol cr ha i ,11 y ■ " '' r d r
il- not 111 -'ill e - c.ui ' I inswer 1% i5 % % O

2. How do you rale  the vnrloun o lem em s id your c o u r se  a s  IcarnliiK exp er ien ces  
which arc worthw hile to ' m i ?

a - very worthwhile b ■ worlliw hlle c  hardly worthw hile
d = worthless c -  cun't an sw er  I» do not take option
Option A Opt ion 0
Opt i on H Opi I on II .
Opt ion C
O|ition 1) I he i (Iciii I I i rut ion of options would lircach

. p ton II don I I a I 11 y nnd the results of the cviiluntinn
' ' me of liltlij meaning without idem I i'ication.
Option P

3. What do you e s tim a te  to be your average workload p e r  w eek  at the presen t  
tim e 7 Include a ll a c tiv itie s  which a re  Intended to p rom ote your learning,
le  lec tu r e s , tu to r ia ls , s e m in a r s , p r a c tlc a ls , p r o fess io n a l p la cem en ts, as w ell 
as readin g, e s s a y  w ritin g  and other fo rm s o f p r ivate  study.
a = le s s  than 30 h ours p e r  w eek b = 3 0 -3 5  hours c  >• 3 8 -4 0  hours |, c d c
d = m ore than 40  hours e  “ can't .answ er 3  lO lO 1 1

4 . Do you co n sid er  that you r workload Is!
a -  e x c e s s iv e  b -  ra th er too much c  = about right d ” too little  
e = can't a n sw er a h e  d e

Î 0 21. I Z5. To what extent do you find the present balance between contact classes 
and individual study time satisfactory?
11= too much class contact time h= about the right balance a h c d
c= too little class contact time d= can't answer I 17 20 S

6. To what ex ten t are you sa tis fie d  with your co u rse?
a “ v ery  sa tis fie d  b •» sa tis fied  c = d is sa t is f ie d  d " Very d issa tisf ied  
e = can't a n sw er a b c d e

7. To what extent do you think the course units comprise a coherent U '1 <1 1 7
and logical course?
a= very coherent and logical b= reasonably coherent and logical |,  ̂j
c= Iacks coherence and logic d= can't answer S '1 13 %■

R. To what extent arc you .saiisried with the personal tutor system?
a= very satisfied h= salisfied c= dissatisfied a h c d c
d= very dl .‘■sal I s f i ed e can't au'uver 17 IS 5 I 7



Table 27

Year 3 N = 32
Case Study II 
CUUnSE EFFEC'nVBNESS yUl.SHONNAUIE

'n ils  queB llonnalre seckfl Infoiiu.iUori iiUml your p resen t o ou rse of study. P le a se  answ er  
an frankly a s  you can . Do no^ w rite  your nam e on the sh ee t. Write the letter  which 
rep resen ts  the option n ea rest  to your p resen t opinion In the appropriate box. Take 'can't 
answ er' to  Include 'don’t know', 'question not m ean ingful', 'no alnglc answ er su ffices ' and 
'I would need lo w rite  an e s sa y  lo an sw er'.

_ llespnnses1. To what extent have you heen made aware of the aims 
of the roursi'Y
a- fully h ’ In s ome evieui e=- ha idly ■’ *' '' '* o
d- not at all e- r a n 'I a n s w e r  IS It I I t

2. How do you rntc the varlouH o lem en is  of your co u rse  a s  learnluK exp er ien ces  
which a re  w orthw hile to you?

wortliwhllc c hardly  w orthw hile  
eiin't annwcr I = do not take option 
iipi ion t: 
dpt ion II

I he i (leal 1 I 11 al ion of options would hreaeh
eon ft den Ii a IiI y nnd the results of the evaluation
lire of little mean in;; without identification,

a -  v e r y  w orthw hile b : 
d c w o rth less  c '

dpt ion A 
Option II 
Option C 
Option I)
Option 1;
Option f
What do you e s tim a te  to be your a verage workload p e r  w eek  at the p resen t  
t im e?  Include a ll a c tiv itie s  which are Intended to prom ote your learning, 
le  le c tu r e s , tu to r ia ls , s e m in a r s , p r a c tlc a ls , p r o fess io n a l p la cem en ts, as w ell 
a s reading, e s s a y  w riting  and other fo rm s o f p rivate  study.
a * l e s s  than 30 hour* p e r  w eek b = 3 0 -3 5  h ou rs c  " 3 6 -4 0  hours p g ,|
d * m ore than 40  hours e = can't an sw er  I H it  a

Do you co n sid er  that you r workload Is 
a = e x c e s s iv e  b « rath er too much < 
e  = can't a n sw er  a h  c d  ,' . % % m ITo what extent do you find the present balance between contact classes 
nnd individual study time sutisfaclory?
11= too much class contact time b= about the right balance a b e d
c= too little class contact time d= can't answer 7 7 H  2-

' about righ t d = too little

d «■ v e r y  d issa tisf ied
6 . To whal ex ten t a re  you sa tis fied  wilh your c o u r se?  

a -  v ery  sa tis fie d  b = sa tis fied  c = d is sa t is f ie d  
e = can't answ er

7. To what extent do you think the course units comprise a coherent 
and logical course?
a= very coherent and logical b= reasonably coherent and logical
c= lacks coherence and logic d= can't answer

K. To what extent arc you sai mfied with the personal tutor system? 
a= very satisfied b= s;/i i fi ed c dissatisfied, 
d= very di ssat isfieil e- lan't answer

a 1) c d c

a b e d  
7I&4 E

q nt3o 6



at the end of a "core" unit class, explaining the purpose at the 
time. I collected returns and provided results within a few days.
The questionnaire was given to second year students during nine 
seminar sessions, collected and returned to me in a sealed envel
ope. The third year of the course did not meet together as a group; 
furthermore, contact time was valued at a premium by these students 
and co-operation was only forthcoming on condition that the exer
cise did not impinge on class time. Schedules were handed out by 
teachers in class, together with an addressed envelope for return 
to me. This accounts for the relatively poor response-rate of the 
group.
Those students with whom I made contact were enthusiastic about par
ticipation, having never experienced this form of consultation 
before. Some concern was expressed at the general nature of the , 
schedule, but the additional stages which were envisaged for fur
ther investigation were explained. Students wished for a facility 
on the questionnaire to elaborate on certain points; this had been 
deliberately omitted at the request of the majority of the teachers 
at the planning meeting.
The exercise produced a remarkably consistent assessment between 
the three years. It was generally favourable but not over-laud&tory, 
and in all cases included a significant dissenting minority. The 
course appears to be satisfying the expectations of most students 
while a proportion remain dissatisfied, or at least, did so at the 
time of survey. Of particular note is the proportion wishing greater 
time-tabled contact time (Question 5). The course is deliberately 
designed to avoid high contact time, leaving students free for indep
endent study. The reaction of staff was generally favourable to the 
exercise, and even those who were originally sceptical, admitted that 
it was useful. Reaction to second year ratings included more concern 
than in the case of the first year, because there was an assumption 
that, by this stag^f the course, some "shape and coherence" would 
be evident to the students; this was not borne out from the assess
ment. This problem, and similar concerns in relation to the third 
year, prompted seminar discussion of the issues raised; according to 
the teachers, this proved a useful "air-clearing" exercise for both 
sides.
A number of teachers expressed an interest in more detailed invest
igation of their particular classes. This resulted in follow-up 
activity in the area of practical work, seminars and assignments,
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using modifications of the draft schedules in "Communication 
about Communication". However, to outline further details would, 
inevitably, breach confidentiality; it would not be possible to 
avoid this and at the same time present a meaningful picture of the 
exercises and, therefore, these examples cannot be expanded.
The final case study relates to a three-day, short course for 
supervisore of students on professional practice. The course was 
taught by two teachers. The students were mature, and familiar with 
the practical environment in which they operate. The purpose of the 
course was to better equip them as teachers. The course was delib
erately activity-based with little formal input from the teachers. 
The evaluation had the additional purpose of familiarising the 
students with the processes of evaluation, of which much of their 
supervision activities would consist. Thus, part of the emphasis 
was to suggest evaluation criteria of a systematic nature to them 
so that ad hoc, "off the cuff" judgements might decrease in signif
icance in their evaluations.
Three instruments were used as part of an on-going, evaluatory exer
cise. The first asked students to identify and give priority to 
those aspects and attributes of professional practice which they 
deem most significant. The second was an evaluation of the day's 
events, designed to assist the teachers in the planning of the next 
day's activities. The last was a summative evaluation, covering 
events on the course, and asking students to rate the importance 
of those attributes and behaviours most frequently mentioned in 
the replies to the original schedule. Because of confidentiality 
commitments, it is not possible to include the first or last sched
ules. The daily instrument is included here.
The course time-table for the three days, with regard to the eval
uation, gives the clearest indic^aion of how it operated:

Day One
A.M. Administration of initial schedule by teachers. Coll
ection and summary prepared by T.Baum
P.M. Administration of day evaluation by teachers. Summary 
prepared by T.Baum.
Day Two
A.M. Results of previous day summary discussed; day two schedule 
outlined.
P.M. Day two schedule administered by teachers and summary 
prepared by T.Baum.
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Table 28 

CASE STUDY 12

DjlY WAJjlfATTOU

It tYin. be u.-.eTnl, l;i finul i >iriij leLall : of lu,n .e/ro.vb; ,vurk, to obtu.ln .jo:, e 
.uifi.Tinatinn about your Lions of today'u sessions. Please a-u;uvor the _
follovYiao questions u.n frantly an î,,ssibl e. Complete eonfi.rleut i ali ty x3 a.-, .urol,

' A- '! '• ■
1. Please indicate which aspects of today's sessi cm; y‘)U considered to be of 

the greatest value. Please give reasons.

2. Please indicate which aspect.;, if any, were of little or no value to you. 
PI ':aee u ve roswons.

j. Is there any aspect to which you would like to devote more time tomorrow?

1 • Did you find the tu toi' input during today's sessions to be:
1. too much
2. about right
3. too little
4. can't answer

5, To what extent did you find the project sc;,;si,ans useful?
1, Very useful
2, reasonably useful 
3» useless
4. can't answer

6. Have you any further comments airout today's .sessions?



Day Three
A.M. Previous day evaluation discussed; final day planned.
P.M. Administration of final evaluation by T.Baum. Extensive
discussion of procedure by all three parties.
Subsequently
Copy of final evaluation sent to all students.

With the exception of the final session, I had no contact with the 
student group. This was resented by the group, who argued that greater 
involvement by myself would have made the exercise more acceptable 
and meaningful. By the third day, questionnaire completion had poss
ibly reached an "over-kill" situation and there were a number of 
complaints about the procedure and the time it demanded. However, 
the discussion was detailed and valuable and not weakened by these 
concerns. I found the exercise a labour-intensive one, especially 
the need to provide a summary of the daily evaluations, which were 
completed at 5.30 p.m.for perusal and use the next morning. The 
course was possibly over-evaluated and too much attempted within 
the framework of a very short period. Whether the educational aims 
of the exercise were met is difficult to determine; the teachers 
were satisfied that they were. As an on-going evaluation exercise, 
it provided useful information for the direction of a flexible and 
activity based programme. The daily evaluations allowed negotiation 
and discussion of the next day's programme to take place on the 
basis of a reasonably objective consensus. The final evaluation 
provided a more comprehensive assessment which the teachers could 
utilise for the planning of future courses, although possible draw
backs in this course were pointed out.

Comments

It is evident that, in practice, "Communication about Communication" 
was used in ways considerably divergent from the draft schedules and 
practice outlined in the booklet. This can be seen as a positive 
feature. This may well be the case with many student feed-back pro
jects but, in general, the literature concentrates reports on the 
majority and conforming cases and not on exceptions. This project 
was relatively loosely formulated and therefore divergent initiatives 
were of considerable interest, easy to accomodate and fully encour- • 
aged. The case studies show that the teachers on courses to be eval
uated would like greater involevement in the aims, strategies and 
consequences of the exercises than is normal practice; these require-
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ments never conflicted with the pragmatic aims of the project, 
which acknowledged the overall primacy of teacher demands.
The case studies include both individual and team uses of the sched
ules, derived from "Communication about Communication. They all have 
in common a commitment to the confidentiality of information to the 
teacher. The principles which are outlined in the case studies could 
be applied to a variety of other aspects of teaching and learning; 
for example, no work was undertaken in the area of teaching materials 
evaluation- this is covered admirably in a recent book by Nathenson 
and H e n d e r s o n . T h e  success or otherwise of this project must be 
judged on the basis of information gleaned from these case studies; 
they are sufficiently different to preclude any general evaluation 
of their effectiveness.
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Chapter Six

TESTS OF VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

The validity and reliability of survey questionnaires and like- 
instruments in the social sciences present some of the most acute 
problems in their development, use and the credible acceptance of 
their findings. Absolute reliability and absolute validity can 
never be expected in what is generally a very inexact science. So 
most undertakings which include survey or other psychometric instru
ments attempt to achieve as high a degree of statistical validity 
and reliability during testing and piloting exercises as is possible. 
However, a considerable error margin must always exist in this respect. 
This issue in relation to student evaluation of teaching is one of 
the most frequently aired in debate about the use of such instruments. 
The urging of caution or the outright condemnation of the use of 
student opinion are the most frequent manifestations of concerns 
relating to validity or reliability. Krutzen (1979)^2 argues that 
a "careful review of the more pertinent literature on SSQs (systematic 
student questionnaires) shows that they are not reliable, nor valid 
methods of evaluating teaching effectiveness." The problem, especially 
with regard to validity, is that this type of blanket condemnation is 
applied to all student feed-back instruments; what Krutzen clearly 
failed to appreciate (and this was clear from personal discussion 
with the author) is that not all such instruments claim to be valid 
measures of teaching effectiveness. An instrument is only invalid in 
so far as it is failing to measure what it claims to measure; it is 
not invalid when it does not measure what critics suppose it is 
intended for. However, Krutzen's concern has not been generated 
without some cause. The literature pertaining to the Dr. Fox 
effect or educational seduction, initiated by the experiment of 
Naftulin et al (IDYsf^and developed by researchers such as Kaplan 
(1974)^^ Ware and Williams (IQYsf^and Leventhal et al (1979) 
certainly cast doubt on the claims of a number of student rating 
exercises to be measuring teaching effectiveness. However, the 
problems of validity in these instances seem to relate more to the 
exaggerated claims of the researchers than to faults in the instru
ments themselves.
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Krutzen's blanket condemnation is not, therefore, generally accepted 
by many advocates of the value of student evaluation instruments.
The work of, for example. Me Keachie (1971) appears to confirm both 
the validity and reliability of well-constructed SSQs. This, it is 
argued, is especially true when the useage of an instrument is seen 
within the precise context for which it was intended. Thus, in most 
cases, a general validity is not claimed for instruments designed 
for use within a particular college, discipline area or educational 
system. De Winter Hebron's (1979)^^attempt to transfer the Kansas 
State University system IDEA for use in the United Kingdom have 
highlighted the problems of validity transfer between educational 
systems, which are likely to become more acute when relating to 
specific institutions. The system is a perception-based rating 
scheme, tested on a large sample population in the United States.
In attempting to transfer IDEA to the United Kingdom situation, it 
was anticipated that the field trials would show:
i) that the instrument would be a practical one to administer

ii) that questions would need some superficial rewording, but not 
much other alteration

iii) that U.K. and American scoring and therefore norms would be 
similar.

However only the first of these was confirmed and even this does 
not reject the more general reluctance on the part of British 
academics to use feed-back schemes than their American counter
parts. The terminology of the IDEA schedule presented a number 
of transfer problems, while the norms achieved in the trial run 
showed virtually no similarity to those obtained in the United 
States. This latter finding will, of course, reflect the problems 
of terminology but is not solely a consequence of them. The 
consequence of these discoveries was that de Winter Hebron was 
required to develop an entirely new scheme from scratch, but using 
the rationale and objectives of the American system. AID (Assess
ment for Instructional Development) was therefore initiated to 
incorporate the requirements of the British institutional context. 
Early testing on AID highlighted a further validity problem which 
is related to the transfer of instruments between institutions and
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faculties. The initial stage involved identification of 46 behav
ioural aims relating to teaching in higher education. These were 
then rated for importance by a sample of teachers from 7 major 
discipline areas, humanities, education, art G design, social studies, 
business studies, engineering and science. The responses were found 
to be significantly different between disciplines and this suggests 
that a standard instrument for use"across the board” in higher 
education would be inappropriate or at least that standardised 
interpretation would.
If, as de Winter Hebron's experience suggests, student feed-back 
instruments cannot provide generalised information about the teaching- 
learning situation and standardisation is not possible, there is, in 
Krutzen's view, a distinct danger that the resulting "specific" 
questionnaire will be of a trivial nature and will, consequently, 
be of little value. Attempts to avoid emphasis on the trivial will 
result in a meaningless generality which "cannot be defended." The 
result of this failure to achieve a balance (the possibility of 
which, Krutzen does not even consider) is that attempts to utilize 
student opinion as part of the appraisal of teaching are unsatisfactory 
because the reliability and validity of instruments cannot be 
established to any realistic degree. He concludes that evidence 
relating to these issues is "trivial, incomplete, often contradic
tory." Other researchers dispute this assertion. Knapper (1973), 
discus sing reliability, found that this is generally "high, 
certainly as high as for most achievement and aptitute tests" and 
similar arguments are forthcoming with respect to validity.
It is not proposed to engage in a protracted debate about the 
research evidence relating to the reliability and validity of 
student feed-back schedules. Such debate will, inevitably, be 
inconclusive. Furthermore, it would be of only limited saliency in 
the context of the present project. Suffice to say that there is 
so much variation between existing instruments and the contexts in 
which they have been used, that general statements regarding these 
issues are of little value.

89
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While general information about the reliability and validity of 
schedules is of little direct value to those designing instruments, 
using them or interpreting results, this does not imply that careful 
consideration should not be given to these concerns in relation to 
any instrument it is proposed to employ. Indeed, where facilities 
and resources are available, such questionnaires should be no less 
thoroughly tested for reliability and validity than any other educ
ational or psychological schedule. In many cases, this is indeed 
what pertains. Large-scale ventures in the United Kingdom, such 
as that at the North-East London Polytechnic,^^ave undertaken fairly 
extensive validation procedures while some of the very large American 
schemes, for example IDEA, have initiated testing programmes with 
"norms" established on the basis of results from over 2 million 
respondents.
However, the modus operandi of the,present project was such that 
conventional testing procedures for reliability and validity were 
both impractical and inappropriate. The schedules which were devel
oped as a result of the examples contained in "Communication about 
Communication," are generally far removed from large-scale endeavours 
such as IDEA. They have much more in common with the type of schedule 
which constitutes the most frequent example of the use of student feed
back questionnaires, namely those devised by teachers to suit their 
own specific needs on a course. They may or may not use or adapt 
one of the instruments validated on a large scale but more frequently 
the schedule is constructed by commonsense and intuition, listing a 
series of pertinent questions to suit the circumstances. These are 
then typed up, reproduced on a banda or Xerox machine and given to 
students without any piloting or other pre-administration tests 
being undertaken. Indeed, to attempt meaningful, research-type 
validation of such instruments would be beyond both the resources 
and inclination of a busy teacher seeking rapid feed-back on his 
work.
It is the promotion and improvement of this type of feed-back exercise 
which has been one of the main concerns of the present project. This 
is the central aim of "Communication about Communication". In view of 
the economic and political barriers to larger-scale initiatives, it 
would seem to be a fair assumption that this kinjd of small-scale 
programme will continue to operate extensively in higher education.
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There are also strong educational reasons, some of which under-lie 
this project, for using this approach to the collection of feed
back information rather than larger, possible centrally controlled, 
initiatives. This prospect, combined with the need to prepare some 
validation of the instruments which were used in conjunction with 
the present project, led to a detailed consideration of means by 
which teachers can avoid some of the pitfalls with regard to realia- 
bility and validity. Clearly, conventional research techniques, 
involving extensive pilot testing with a large sample, are not 
appropriate for the teacher-designed instrument which is intended 
for limited use with a particular group or a small number of groups 
of students. The result of this concern was the development of four 
simple procedures which teachers can initiate to ensure that the 
instruments they propose to use have reasonable validity within the 
course and institutional context for which they are designed.
The quasi-phenomenological basis of this project is such that feed
back exercises are seen clearly as indicatory of how things are 
going on a course at the time of administration alone and cannot 
be usefully seen as a wider-embracing evaluation of the course, 
with application beyond the immediate situation. They are not 
intended to be of a summative nature; rather they are formative in 
assisting teac^grs to assess the state of play on a course and act 
in response as / sees fit. Consequently, the concept of reliability 
does not have an important bearing on the thinking behind the project. 
The re libility of an instrument is taken to be the likelihood that 
it will reproduce similar results on re-test as it did in the original 
run, obtained either through two "runs" with the same population, 
separated by a reasonable period of time or through split-half 
techniques. The present project assumes as a basic tenet that the 
failure of a feed-back instrument to satisfy a test-retest or other 
reliability test is not necessarily a reflection on the schedule but 
is likely to be indicative of the volatile attributes of the groups 
in question. Likewise, a split-half test would not be practicable 
in the context of the size and circumstances of the student groups 
involved with the project. In other words, the student groups and 
the overall course context is constantly amenable to flux in a manner
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that is likely to render a reliability test meaningless. The 
practical problems are also likely to detract from the use of such 
tests with other small-scale initiatives unconnected to this work.
The consequence of this situation is that the testing procedures 
evolved as part of this project concentrate exclusively on the 
validity of the instruments; validity regarded to mean the extent 
to which an instrument measures what it is intended to measure.
The problem regarding psychometric tests in general is that it is 
not always clear what exactly is to be measured; certainly this has 
presented considerable problems in the United States with regard 
to instruments designed to evaluate teaching performance and has 
generated extensive debate as to what criteria can be established 
for good or effective teaching. This is a problem with regard to 
all student feedback instruments. Is the schedule attempting to 
measure effectiveness, student morale, teacher popularity or a 
combination of all these and other aspects in indeterminate 
proportions? It is not always clear what exactly is being measured 
and this must necessarily put claims for validity into question.
This issue is not of paramount importance in the context of the 
present project. The instruments were not designed with measurement 
in mind although an element of this cannot be avoided. Primarily, 
they are communication facilitators and indicators of student 
morale in a very general sense.
Tests of validity at a "commonsense" level are certainly appropriate 
with respect to the schedules exemplified in "Communication about 
Communication". The avoidance of problems of, for example, ambiguity 
or misunderstanding is paramount in the design of any questionnaire. 
Failure to do so will seriously impair the validity of an instrument. 
If the student respondents interpret a question which they are 
required to answer in significantly different ways from the intended 
or, alternatively, there is considerable divergence in interpretation 
within the student group, both the value and the validity of the 
responses obtained will be limited. It is this aspect of validity 
which the simple tests outlined below have been designed to 
identify. They are intended to be very simple to initiate, brief 
to implement, easy to interpret and are intended to avoid, as far 
as is possible, interference with the target population for the 
investigation.
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i) This test of validity requires the teacher to select a 
small number of students, which should be a reasonably representative 
sample of the population (or class] from which they are drawn. The 
teacher then discusses each question in detail with the group so 
as to ascertain their perceptions of the actual meaning of the 
questions and to identify any other problems which may arise 
during the completion of the schedule. This approach is frequently 
adopted during general instrument validation procedures. It 
was used extensively by Clarke (1978) during the validation 
of his student feedback schedule. It was also used in a large 
proportion of the case studies relating to this project, although 
this was frequently undertaken post-administration with the target 
group. Where the administration was undertaken by the researcher, 
it was standard practice to discuss the procedure with the 
student group and to obtain feedback in some detail on the 
instrument: itsèlf. The first step was to elicite opinion in general 
terms about attitudes towards the use of student feedback as an aid 
to teaching and, more specifically, as a communication facilitator 
between students and their teacher. The intentions of the exercise 
were always made clear. This was followed by more detailed 
enquiries about the actual questions included in the schedule, any 
problems which may have arisen during completion and any difficul
ties which, for example, layout may have presented. Where the 
researcher was not involved with administration, the teacher was 
none-the-less encouraged to undertake such discussion with students. 
This was seen to be of benefit both within the context of facil- 
tating communication as well as assisting in the identification of 
problems within the instrument.
In practice, this approach differs from the one above in the use 
of the target group to vet the instrument. It has the distinct 
disadvantage of precluding alterations to the instrument in the 
case of a "one-off" exercise, although if the intention is to use 
a similar instrument with a number of similar groups, this problem 
is not so acute. When dealing with a small group of respondents, 
it may not be desirable to undertake prior testing with that group. 
This can be overcome, to some extent, by testing with a similar
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Table 24

Kxainpîcs of <piostion rc-clofinitioii.

Q.I. Ilow uücfii] .irc niy Iccture.s iii helping you to pass the examinât io»?

1. Are the iocttires necessnry to pass the exams?
2. Arc my lectures relevant with reRard to passing exams?
3. Arc the lectures relevant to the course, examinations and to he of

use in later life?
4. Are the lectures necessnry for the passing of exams?
5. Will my lectures help you with the exams?
6. Are my lectures relevant to the exam questions?
7. Will the lectures help you to pass the examination?
8. Do wo need to attend lectures to pass exams?
9. Is the lecturer's material relevant to the exam?

(Comment : There is relative uniformity in the responses to this question.
The emphasis, however, does show some disparity even with regard to a seemingly 
simple question).

Q. 2. How.relevant do you I III nk my lectures will be to work in your intended
career?

1. Do my lectures apply to the practical aspects of your career?
2. Will my lectures be of any use to you in your working career or arc they

Just excess knowledge?
Î. Will the lectures be useful in tlic future?
4 .  Do lectures cover practical topics?
5. Are the lectures relevant to the subject, and your career?
6. Will my lectures help in industrial work?
7. Will you use tlie information given in a lecture in your future work?
8. Is the information given in lectures only useful for passing exams or is 

it of use in the career in which you will be following?

({.3. How do you find my speaking style in lectures?

1. bap .'you understand me?
2. Can you understand me when I'm speaking?
3. Do I speak clearly?
4. Ilow do 1 talk?



s. 1)0 1 speak clearly in class?
G. Ilow efficiently do 1 communicate in class?
7. Do 1 make myself clear during the lectures?
8. Do I repeat myself, have accent, or speak to quickly?

Q.4. How do you rate my use of aids - blackboard, projectors etc?

1. Dd I use all the aids necessary to exjilain my lecture properly?
2 . Are my aids actually iln aid or do they just confuse the issue?
3. Do I use the blackboard, diagram etc., enough?
4. Can lectures be made more interesting?
5. Arc the teaching aids useful and easily followed?
6. How do I use visual aids in my lectures?
7. Can you read my writing and / or luiderstand my diagram?

Q .5. Do I give appropriate opportunity for student participation in jiiy 
lectures?

1. Do I give students the chance to ask questions?
2. Are the lectures just one sided?
3. Can we question the lecturer?
4. Do I practice student participation?
5. Do I allow students the time to speak?
6. Do I allow students to stop and ask questions?
7. Does the lecturer allow us to make contributions to the lecture and if 

so, does he encourage it?

Q •6. Is the pace of my presentation right for you?

1. Do I talk too fast?
2. Can you keep up with the pace I set?
3. Is dictation too fast?
4. Is the presentation pace correct?
B. Do I teach at the right pace?
6. Do I speak tqo quickly or too slowly?
7. When giving dictation, does he go too fast or too slow?

Q.7. Has the course to date been relevant to your recent industrial
experience?

1. Is the subject useful in industry?
2. Was the material useful preparation to the industrial placement?
3. Did you use my lectures when working?
4. Was what the lecturer taught any use in practice?
■S. Was the subject matter related to the work?
0. Did you use the lecture material when on industrial placements?

Additional comments from students ;

A number of students added "useful question" to some of the re-definitions. One 
student commented on layout which "could have been clearer" while another did not 
participate in the exercise because "the questions are so obvious, anyway".



group although this can never be entirely satisfactory. If the intended 
group is large, prior discussion with a small number of them may well 
be justified. This could be undertaken with a personal seminar group.
Even if changes cannot be made to the instrument because discussion is 
undertaken post-administration, the procedure may enable the teacher to 
identify "suspect" questions which will require more caution when results 
and responses are interpreted.
ii) The second procedure requires students to undertake a brief exercise 
in addition to completing the schedule during its initial run. At the 
same time as responding to each item in the questionnaire, the students 
are requested to rewrite the original question in their own words on a 
separate sheet which is provided. As well as this, they are asked to 
note down any other problems with the instrument which they may encounter. 
This procedure suffers from the same problems as that dependant on dis
cussion in that changes are not possible if the exercise is undertaken 
with the target group. It is, however, a fairly effective and systematic 
approach to the identification of ambiguities and other problems with 
questions and is very useful when the same or a similar instrument is
to be used more than once. For example, the schedules utilized in some 
of the case studies were very similar in content and structure; no 
major alterations were undertaken and this was the result of the success
ful implementation of this procedure. Table give examples of the
responses obtained. Some care is necessary when explaining the intention 
of the exercise to the student group; failure to do so may well lead 
students to attempt to answer the question in more detail rather than 
undertaking the required task.
The table shows the relatively consistent responses to the question re
phrasing. The questions are simple and therefore this result could be 
anticipated. A useful "rule of thumb" when using this procedure relates 
to the length of the redefinition which students produce. Where this 
is consistently markedly longer than the original, it is a reasonable 
assumption that an element of ambiguity or complication is present.
The more consise the response, the clearer the question is likely to 
have been to the students. The implication of this "rule of thumb" is 
that there may be justification in Krutzen's claim that a valid schedule 
will, inevitably, be a trivial one. Perhaps what it really does is to 
pinpoint the limitations of such instruments for uses of a more general
ised nature than is intended in this project.
iii) The third procedure involves the selection of a small group of 
students for testing purposes. The group is divided into pairs and one 
of each pair is required to complete the schedule. He is requested
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to do so aloud,verbalising his thoughts and reactions as he answers 
each question. Thus he reads each item aloud, including the instructions, 
selects his answers^notes any problems he may encounter and finally 
comments on the general usefulness or otherwise of the question. He may 
begin by rephrasing the question, make disparaging comments about it and 
verbalise his reasons for answering in the manner he does. The second 
member of the pair, in the meantime, is required to act as sctibe, noting 
down the most important features of his partner's"continuous stream of 
consciousness" so that the main problems with the instrument can be 
identified by the teacher through a perusal of the notes. This procedure 
has been used as part of a workshop exercise on questionnaire design and, 
as such, is a useful training activity to pinpoint some of the problems 
which may arise in devising schedules. When employed, the procedure has 
evoked sceptical comments when first explained but its value has been 
usually acknowledged once some of the pitfalls and problems in the 
schedule have been identified through its use.
iv) The fourth procedure is similar to the one described above. However, 
instead of employing a student scribe, the responding student is required 
to record on tape his verbalised reactions to the questions. The use 
of a language laboratory may be helpful in this as was demonstrated in 
case study XV. The teacher does not need to attempt a lengthy tran
scription. of the tapes but can listen to each, noting any salient points 
raised by students. The method is more time consuming than the previous 
one but ensures that no important points are missed.
The four simple procedures do not provide a substitute for comprehensive 
validation and testing of instruments where this is possible. They all 
suffer from methodological weaknesses but have the virtue of providing 
the busy teacher with a simple and easily manageable validation so that 
some of the more serious flaws in the instrument can be identified.
Clearly these are not the only options open to enable this to be under
taken for example, discussion with colleagues can prove useful. These 
procedures have been tested with reasonable success as part of the pres
ent project and, as such, are certainly worth testing elsewhere.

■tï
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Chapter Seven 
A SURVEY OF STAFF OPINION

Teaching improvement, facilitation of more effective staff-student 
communication and staff development in its most general sense have 
widespread support at a theoretical level among teachers in ternary 
education in this country. Activity in this area is seen as desirable 
but in practical terms becomes a fairly low priorty for action, not 
least because rewards in teasps of promotion etc., rarely take into 
account concern for activity of this kind. A recent survey at Trent 
Polytechnic (Fox 1978), asked lecturers to identify in order of 
importance their various professional activities such as research, 
consultancy, teaching and administration. Teaching was seen to be the 
most important by a considerable majority of the sample. When asked, 
however, in which area they would most appreciate staff development 
assistance and advice, teaching was allocated the lowest priority.
This apparent contradication is at the root of many of the problems 
in general staff development in this country and likewise affects the 
success of research endeavours such as the present project.

It is at the propaganda level that the general pedagogic movement, of 
which this project can claim to be part, faces its main barriers. The 
tradition of academic independence and insularity which characterises 
higher education in this country results in a hostility to any suggestion 
of impinging upon the sanctity of the classroom. This is an area by 
and large unresearched and one that merits investigation at a soci
ological and psychological level. Why, in the face of seemingly con
clusive research evidence, do teachers fail to adopt apparently more 
effective teaching and instructional strategies than those they currently 
operate? It is not through a lack of available information. There 
would seem to be some attitudinal imponderable which acts as a barrier 
to logical behaviour.

Staff reaction to the present project was very mixed. Where co-operation 
was forthcoming, it involved a high level of commitment and enthusiE^. 
Outright hostility was limited but was in evidence from a number of 
teachers who showed genuine concern at the principles of student involve
ment in discussions about teaching and in any procedures which might 
threaten their professional insularity. The majority feèling, however 
took the form of apathy and disinterest which was the more difficult, 
indeed it was the most difficult, and almost impossible to counter. In 
part, it was polite disinterest, disguised by claims of overwork or
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.various other excuses, possibly quite justified. Generally, however, 
it was total non-response apathy.

In an attempt to investigate attitudes among staff in general, and not 
just those involved with the project, to the use of student feedback 
^information to facilitate teacher-student communication, a survey was 
undertaken in the Polytechnic some six months after "Communication about 
Communication" was circulated to staff. A criticism of a project such 
as this, and of voluntary staff development initiatives in general, is 
that those teachers who participate are those who least need to. It 
is difficult to dispute this argument. However, the survey in question 
was in part an attempt to increase staff awareness of the purpose and 
thinking of the project. Consequently, many of the attitudinal state
ments to which the teachers were asked to respond were, in effect, 
direct statements evolved from the basic thinking behind the project, 
couched both in negative and positive terms. It was hoped that, through 
answering these questions, some teachers would be persuaded to refer 
back to the original document and re-appraise their non-co-operation.
It was also hoped to gain some feedback on the extent to which 
"Communication about Communication" was read and considered. So the 
final evaluatory document which was devised was intended to serve a 
variety of purposes and consequently possibly did not achieve any of 
them to the maximum extent.

The original intention was to attempt a survey of all academic staff in 
the Polytechnic. This was deemed potentially valuable in terms of the 
'propaganda purpose' of the exercise. However, in relation to the other 
purposes, outlined above, a complete sampling would have served little 
real purpose and would not have improved the quality or reliability of 
the responses. The selected sample was one in five, chos% from the 
alphabetical academic staff list of the Polytechnic. Questionnaires 
were sent out through the internal mail system to 145 teachers. A 
reminder letter was circularised a month after the original communicat
ion. A total of 133 completed questionnaires were received, this being 
91.7% of the sample. A further three were returned uncompleted because 
the teachers had either left or were on sal^atical leave.

In the questionnaire, questions I, 2, 3, and 6 relate to the teachers’ 
reactions to "Communication about Communication" and their use of 
student evaluatory questionnaires in general. Questions 4 and 5 consist 
of a series of attitudinal statements about the use of such instruments.
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Consequently, the two sections will be dealt with separately in this 
discussion.

The booklet of draft questionnaires and ideas for obtaining feedback 
on teaching, entitled "Communication about Communication" had been sent 
to all academic staff in the Polytechnic at the start of the academic 
year, with the invitation to consider using aspects of it or adaptations 
from it as part of their teaching procedures. Teachers were invited to 
operate in consultation with the researcher or on their own initiative, 
as they saw appropraite. Question I asked the sample "To what extent, 
if at all, have you used the questionnaires in the package?", and the 
responses were as follows

%
I) Have actually used with a class 12 9
2) Intend to use with a class 29 22

3) Considered use but rejected idea 37 28

4) Did not consider them appropriate 30 22

5) Can't answer 25 19

ICO

It is indicative of a general level of apathy that such a small pro
portion, about one-third, had actually used or claimed the intention 
to use the package. However, the number who actually had used the 
schedules suggests that the overall useage was greater than suggested 
by the case studies. This is evident because only six teachers in the 
selected sample participated directly in the project. In retrospect, 
the question contains a degree of ambiguity in alternatives 3 and 4 
which overlap to some considerable extent.

Question 2 indicates the 'propaganda' intent of the schedule by phrasing 
the question to include an expression of sympathy for the workload of 
Polytechnic teachers. The question read "Recognizing that circulars 
often are low priority reading, I would be interested to know if you 
can recall the extent to which you were able to find the time to read 
the booklet". The responses were as follows

No. %
I) Read it thoroughly 42 31
2) Perused it briefly 67 50

3) Did not read it at all 13 10
4) Can't remember receiving it 10 8
5) Can't answer I J _

100
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Approximately One-third of the sample claim to have read the package 
thoroughly although cross-tabulation indicates that only two-thirds of 
this group responded either I or 2 to question I. Far more anomalous 
is the one teacher who claims to have used tlie Questionnaires rwhile not 
recollecting receiving the package. This could indicate involvement 
in a group implementation of the procedure. Only a small proportion 
of the sample admit to not having read the package although some 
problems of response may hayg been presented by a degree of over
lapping between options 3 and 4.

Question 3, likewise, might well have presented problems of ambiguity 
to respondents, particularly where discussions about the package 
occurred in a number of situations. The question asked: "To what 
extent did you discuss "Communication about Communication" with
colleagues at the Polytechnic?", and the responses were as follows:

No. %
I) Attended a departmental meeting at which

it was discussed 17 13
2) Discussed it in some detail informally

with colleagues 19 14
3) Discussed it briefly with colleagues 54 41
4) Did not discuss it 41 30

5) Can't answer 2 __ 2

ICO

This question produced a fairly predictable pattern of responses.
although the extent of discussion at departmental meetings is
certainly encouraging, especially in view of the suggestion that
information from evaluations can be used as the basis of discussion
in departmental and staff-student meetings.

Question 6, finally asked "Have you used any other feedback or
evaluation instrument during your teaching career?", to which the
responses were:

No. 1_
Yes 34 26

No 99 74
100

This is an indication of the extent to which other schemes are tried 
out in higher education in this country, both as "one-off" exercises and 
as more formalised schemes. Respondents were asked for further details
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about the examples they were referring to and the majority were of the 
former type.

Question 4 and 5 were of a very different format, containing ten and 
eighteen statements respectively about student feedback questionnaires. 
Respondents were given the following alternative responses:

I.) agree with statement
2) disagree with statement
3) can't answer

As part of the attempt to encourage further consideration of the package 
and its ideas, both questions were prefaced by explanatory statements. 
Question 4,containing basically negative statements, began: "The following 
statements are some of the reservations which have been expressed in 
relation to "Communication about Communication". Statements in Question 5 
are of a somewhat different type and this question was prefaced with the 
following sentence: "The following statements represent some of the
principles which were instrumental in the development of the draft 
questionnaires". Thus the researcher's value orientation was made 
abundantly clear to respondents. The responses to each statement are 
given in Table 30.

Immediately striking in the pattern of responses is the extent to which 
"can't answer" was employed, ranging between 21% and 42% of total responses. 
This is suggestive of the lack of consensus which characterizes the use 
of student feedback questionnaires generally and the specific "low-level", 
informal approach adopted in this project. It might also suggest that 
the issues in question have not been of very great concern to a number 
of teachers; indeed they might never have previously considered them.

The general pattern of responses served to support the value orientation 
of the project. The criticisms contained in the statements in Question 4 
elicited approximately an equal level of positive and negative responses, 
with considerable variation between individual statements. Responses 
to the statements in Question 5 are, with the exception of (i), much 
more uniform, with between 51% and 69% of the sample agreeing with the 
statements which form the basic thinking behind the project. Overall, 
therefore, the responses can be seen as encouraging. However,consider
able caution is advisable in their interpretation as it would seem 
likely that the clearly stated value orientation of the project may well 
have encouraged responses in support, these being seen as the "desirable"
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Table 30
Que s l io n  <1

i) "1 don’t need quc.stionnnires to obtain 
feedback on my tcacttiiiR".

ii) "I just haven't got (lie time to fiddle 
around with these pieces of paper".

ill) "The questions are far too general to
be meaningful".

Iv) "(Juest ionnaires impose too much structure
on a wide range of possible answers".

v) "The exercise might make students look for
faults which aren't really there".

vl) "The information might reach my head of
department and, whatever the results. I 
don't want that to happen".

vix) "With my small teaching groups, this sort
of exercise is pointless".

vili) "I'm not in a position to change the course 
if thé students don't like it".

"Students have no right to tel 1 me how to 
teach".

ix)

x) "Students may not know the truth".

Question S

i) "Results from the questionnaires should be
available only to the participating teachers".

ii) "Results about individual teachers should not
be available to heads of department".

iii) "Results from questionnaires should not he
available to senior administrators outside 
the department".

iv) "Student feedback questionnaires should be used
for teaching and course improvement".

Agree Hi s a g re c C an 't
1 . 1

■ ( f' •; '• ,’i! '
62 39 31
<181 '291 2.31

<16 50 .37
381 281

39 38 56
301 281 421

63 30 40
<171 221 311

45 41 47
331 3 t1 361

2.5 74 .34
IRI 561 261

50 • 42 41
371 321 311

38 61 34
281 461 261

33 60 40
241 461 301

52 41 40
.391 311 301

44 46 43
331 351 321

62 38 .33
471 291 241

78 26 29
581 201 221

74 31 28
561 231 211



Question S Con tel.

Kosponses

Can 't
Agree Disagree answer

v) "The questionnaire should he suitable for 
adaptation by staff to suit their Dwn 
requirements."

vi) "The questions should be simple and easy 
for students to answer."

vii) "The questionnaires should be brief so that 
as little time as possible is spent 
in completing them."

viii) "The questionnaires should be completed 
by students in class and returned 
immediately."

ix) "In an ideal situation, questionnaires 
would be superseded by face-to-face 
discussion between staff and students."

x) "There are usually problems on all courses, 
however trivial, which it is beneficial for 
the teacher to identify."

xi) "The student viewpoint is an important 
perspective on a course."

xii) "Questions should avoid comparison with 
other teachers or courses."

xiii) "Information on courses from student 
feedback questionnaires can provide a 
useful basis for discussion in staff/ 
student committees."

xiv) "The time and effort required from time to 
time to use these questionnaires is worth
while in terms of a teacher obtaining 
feedback on his teaching."

xv) "Questionnnaires, while having q number 
of evident weaknesses, provide a useful 
starting point for improved rapport 
between staff and students."

xvi) "Confidentiality should be guaranteed to 
each participating student."

xvii) "Participation by students should be 
voluntary." "

xviii) "Participating..teachers should be
encouraged to discuss results with their 
students."

86
64%

21
16%

26 
' 30%

85 18 30
63% 14% 23%

89 14 30
67% 10% 23%

73 27 33
54% 21% 25%

78 18 37
59% 13% 28%

80 16 37
60% 12% 28%

92 16 25
69% 12% 19%

84 17 32
63% 13% 24%

70 26 37
52% 20% 28%

68 • 31 34
52% 23% 25%

44 29
46% 33% 21%

87 23 23
66% 17% 17%

88 18 27
66% 14% 20%

75 26 32



standpoint to hold.

The purpose of conducting the survey was, as has been outlined above, 
threefold. To what extent these were successfully achieved is difficult 
to ascertain. Feedback on the notice taken of "Communication about 
Communication" was encouraging while not being conclusive. Responses 
to the value statements suggests that support for the ideas and 
approach adopted by the projdht is more widespread than has been mani
fested in participation and that possibly the original canvas for 
support was insufficiently lucid in its statement of aims and strategies. 
The extent to which the survey galvanized renewed interest and application 
of these ideas is likewise difficult to determine although a number of 
contacts and embryo initiatives resulted from the survey. In retrospect, 
the survey was a useful device for the collection of information as well 
as for the dissemination of ideas; however, it is fair to say that it was 
both too small scale and initiated rather too late.
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Chapter Eight 

CONCLUDING CHAPTER

93In a recent paper, Brandt (1980) identifies a common purpose to 
staff development programmes, world-wide, despite many differing 
external features. The main concern of such programmes is, he argues, 

"to bring about change in the structure of students-teacher 
communication toward a more symmetrical process where both 
teacher and students think of themselves as learners".

This concern, in perhaps a more limited sense, has emerged as the 
primary concern within the present project, particularily the det
ermination "to bring about change in the structure of students- 
teacher communciation". As the introductory chapter to this thesis 
indictes, this was not the avowed aim at the onset of the project, 
although it is not inconsistent with it. Initial concern was pre
dominantly with developing means by which teachers could monitor 
the learning experiences of their students, in other words with 
the feedback process in teaching. Basically, this thesis outlines 
the stages through which a research project evolved from a concern 
for one-way communication to the development of techniques which 
are essentially two-way and inter-dependant. This final chapter 
will attempt a number of things;

i) to identify the main features and achievements of the 
work which distinguish it from the considerable volume of 
other studies in this general field;
ii) to discuss shortcomings of the project and where work 
may usefully be continued;
iii) to identify some of the methodological implications 
and considerations of the study;
iv) to consider the project as part of a research training 
and the way in which it has influenced my thinking and prac
tices as a teacher.

A. Main Features of the study

The volume of work which can be included under the general ambit 
of feed-back on teaching is considerable. In a survey of American 
work, Flood-Page (1974^^ identified items (papers and books) to 
be counted in hundreds from the United States and Canada alone. 
Subsequent developments have seen little abatement of this pro-
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liferation on either side of the Atlantici In view of this, it is 
somewhat presumptions to claim any degree of genuine originality 
for this project. The germ of most of the ideas will have existed 
elsewhere at some other time, even if in a somewhat different con
text and in association with other concepts or methodologies. A 
number of these are acknowledged in the literature review. How
ever, this particular study has incorporated a philosophy and app
roach to practice which does not seem to have been adopted in its 
entirety elsewhere. Some of the more important of these are listed 
below (in no particular order of priority or importance):

i) The view, as expressed by Brandt at the start of this 
chapter, that communication between teacher and students 
is an important key to effective learning on the part of 
the latter. As part of the same process, the teacher may 
be learner as well, in terms of both his own subject and, 
in particular, in relation to his pedagogy. The logical 
concomitant to this view is that ineffective communication 
or the existence of educational, academic or personal 
barriers between teacher and students, may have an adverse 
effect on the success of the learning processes.
ii) That full and frank discussion about a course in all 
its perspectives- content, objectives, teaching methods, 
assess-ment strategies and use of resources- is the central 
concern of a two-way communication process. Processes such 
as these, with the teacher in mind, are identified as FEED- 
IN and FEED-BACK statements; it is seen as a teacher res
ponsibility to initiate such communication.
iii) Personal discussion, where feasible, is preferable to 
the employment of more formal information-gathering techni
ques. It is recognised, however, that this is not always 
practicable or possible.
iv) Questionnaires and schedules are seen as facilitators

n ------------------------
of discussio^ and improved communication between teacher and
students and not as alternatives to discussion. They can
have both educational and political value.
v) A student questionnaire about a course or aspect of a 
course is predominantly reflective of the immediate sit
uation. Even related to this particular situation, it is 
of strictly limited validity, but this limitation is even
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more true in terms of general course validity. Attitudes and 
perceptions of both teachers and students are, generally, 
fairly volatile and, consequently, cannot be employed as 
summative information. The frequently adopted approach to 
employ end-of-course evaluation is rejected as providing 
information of limited validity which has no practical trans
ferability to subsequent classes.
vi) A logical extension of v) is that each class and teaching 
situation is characterised by predominating features of un
iqueness rather than similarity. Student evaluation projects 
tend to assume an underlying similarity between classes, at
least within disciplines (for example, AID), While certaininfluencefeatures may well be found in common, the over-riding^on 
teaching and learning is provided by the "chemistry" between 
teacher and students, by unique features in the class situation. 
This may appear to be a somewhat nai ve belief, but is born out 
by the frequent experience where an identical course taught 
to two different groups can be a totally different experience.
In these terms, the practice of providing intending students 
with the evaluations of the prece ding student generation 
is a dubious practice.
vii) If it is accepted that student feed-back instruments, as 
well as discussion relating to teaching and learning, are only 
of immediate validity and do not have more general application, 
it follows that such information should be the sole concern of 
the teacher or team of teachers directly involved with the 
course, and it is not appropriate to give such information to 
colleagues in positions of authority or administrators removed 
from the teaching situation. Its sole value relates to that par
ticular course at the time of administration and is not valid 
information for the general evaluation of the teacher. The draft 
schedules in ''Communication about Communication" were designed 
with this approach clearly in mind.
viii) Where/ver possible, information elicited through use of
a feed-back schedule should be shared and discussed by the teacher 
with the student group as a whole or, if too large, with smaller 
sections or samples of the class. This is vital if the instrument 
is to act as a facilitator of communication. Such discussion, 
showing a commitment to joint participation in the course, can 
lead to the redundancy of "pen and paper" instruments on sub
sequent occasions.
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ix) Because of the peculiarities of each institutional and course 
context, there is considerable weaknesses to the use of general
ised student feedback instruments. They are unlikely to be sym
pathetic to these very peculiarities and thus may omit important 
perspectives of a course. These instruments will be recognised as 
relatively impersonal by students and teacher and thus may loose 
their "political" value. An important feature of the "Communication 
about Communication" instruments is that they are intended to be 
adapted, changed or completely rewritten to suit the specific 
requirements of the teacher and course in question.
x) The previous point leaves the instruments, possibly, prone to 
ambiguity and other validity problems. With this in mind, four 
simple procedures have been evolved which a teacher may undertake 
to minimise these problems.
xi) A direct consequence of the flexibility of the project and 
the encouragement afforded for adaptation and change with the 
actual instruments and the mannër in which they were employed, 
was the considerable and diverse useage of the ideas and instru
ments. Many of these had not been anticipated, as has been out
lined in chapter 5, but suggest that a flexible approach to the 
development of student feedback schedules could result in more 
diverse employment in other contexts. It also suggests that the 
normal restrictions which are implicit in most student evaluation 
schemes may be imposing unnatural and invalidating constraints 
on the exercise so as to achieve the uniformity and generalisations 
by which they are characterised.
xii)Whenever schedules or derivations from the booklet were em
ployed, the exercise was under the constant and sole control of 
the participating teacher. Time, manner and place were all det
ermined by him and the researcher was only involved if invited.
This was possible because of the determination to keep construc
tion, administration and interpretation of the instruments at 
the simplest and least time-consuming level.
xiii) The research implications of the project (consistency of 
methodology, time constraints etc.) were always secondary to the 
pragmatic, educational concerns of the initiative at hand and 
the two were never permitted to conflict. This may have resulted 
in some weakening of the aspired-for research design but this 
loss was more than compensated for by the greater commitment 
and co-operation received from staff.
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xiv) Student interest and involvement With the project was very 
encouraging. Almost without exception, the schedules were completed 
with commitment and interest. Subsequent discussions showed in
terest and concern at an unanticipated level. This contrasts with 
the qpinion expressed by some critics about the project that 
"sti^nts have no useful opinions about teaching and don't really 
care, anyway".
xv) Many terms and expressions are used in higher education in
a manner which suggests that they mean the same thing in differ
ent situations. Examples of these include descriptions of teaching 
methods; seminars, tutorials, projects etc. This is clearly an 
invalid assumption and one which must invalidate instruments 
which assuine such common currency and make generalisations on 
the strength of it. No such assumptions were made with the pres
ent project and teachers were free to insert whatever terms were 
in current use on the course in question. Because no comparison 
with other courses or teachers were attempted, different inter
pretations of terms did not present a problem.

B. Shortcomings and future work

It is a well-worn convention in research studies to append suggest
ions for future work on similar lines. However, the manner in which 
the current project evolved, suggests that many of the ideas and 
practices do require further testing and application in differing 
institutional contexts. To some extent this has already occurred. 
"Communication about Communication" has been requested by a number 
of other institutions in this country for discussion, has been re
viewed favourably and made available within an Australian University, 
while parts of it have been incorporated by Habeshaw within a

95recent workbook, "Towards a Policy of Self-development for Teachers"
As the introductory chapter indicates, the final research product 
was not clearly identified when the project was initiated. The devel
opment to a position where a philosophy and series of procedures, as 
outlined above, could be identified, was relatively slow and evolved, 
to some extent, in the dark. The research design specifically all
owed for changes of direction or the incorporation of new ideas. 
However, many of the more important features of the project were 
only clearly perceived towards the end of its duration and, conse
quently, may not have received as full and detailed consideration as 
would have been desirable. A number of "red herring" concepts were 
pursued during the development of the project, notably the attempt
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to quantify a"gap" between the perceptions of a teacher and his 
students. These expended considerable energy which, in the event, 
was undertaken to no useful purpose, except that they did contribute 
to the identification of the final approach which was adopted.
The shortcomings of the project, therefore, are essentially those 
which subsequent work elsewhere could rectify. The procedures have 
been tested and modified in the light of experience within one 
institution. It was beyond the scope of the project to directly 
initiate activities elsewhere, although discussions and invited 
papers were presented at a number of other institutions. It is 
possible that a number of the features of the project are a direct 
response to the specific institutional context in which the work 
was undertaken. This cannot be determined with any certainty un
less they are tried out elsewhere.

C. Methodology

The methodology of the project was essentially a pragmatic, even 
opportunist, one. It involved a series of direction changes and 
responses to circumstances which significantly altered the aims 
and practices of the project. Therefore, it was fairly unorthodox 
and does not conform directly with conventional social science 
research paradigms. The over-riding considerations, when opting 
for particular strategies, included:

i) Would the particular approach-investigation be merely inter
esting (staff age, degrees held etc.) or really relevant and 
useful to the project? If merely the former, it was not pur
sued. This was of particular importance during questionnaire 
design.
ii) Was the activity in question, of a dubious ethical or educ
ational nature? Practices which involved deceit of staff or 
students were rejected.
iii) The importance of simplicity and practicability of applic
ation were always paramount in consideration. Thus, instruments 
were designed to be simple to understand and easy to administer. 
This was undertaken even if it resulted in the omission or sim
plification of some issues. When staff constructed or adapted 
schedules for their own use, I attempted to impress this prac
tice on them.
iv) Commitment to complete confidentiality was always given and 
this was maintained so that no individual, course, department or
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school could be subsequently Identified in pub 1 i cat: ion etc. 
unless prior consent was obtained.
v) No generalisations were aspired to or attempted as a result 
of the information obtained. This was inevitable in view of the 
project philosophy and the adoption of methodologies whicli are 
not amenable to such generalisations.
vi) No particular approach or methodology was sacrosanct. In 
other words, the research methodology was always subservient 
to the particular re(|ui rements of a course or teacher.
vii) No request from staff, even if at variance with aspects of 
the project philosophy, was refused. In practice, no major con
flict accrued.

The methodology of the project, therefore, will be seen to be one of 
pragmatism and concern for personal and educational issues. It has 
maintained a fluidity and flexibility with which some academic pur
ists might express concern. However, at no point has academic rigour 
and precision been compromised. In the context of this project, a 
conventional, scientific evaluation would not be appropriate and 
would, in ail probability, face considerable problems as to exactly 
what is to bo evaluated. The illuminative evaluation model is, how
ever, more amenable to the ])rocedures which were followed. To a large 
extent, the activities of the project were Internally evaluated 
during operation and decisions were made as a result of these eval
uations. The final evaluation, within tills paradigm, rests on a 
perusal of all available evidence as to its use and the effectiveness 
of its use. The evidence is presented as the body of this thesis and 
the positive points and shortcomings constitute the earlier sections 
of this chapter. In view of this, and the multi-various factors 
whIcli pertain to the project, a simple "successful" or "unsuccessful" 
evaluation, which might be attempted with some research models, is 
inappropriate and will not be attem]ited. The evidence is presented 
and it is u]) to the subjective judgement of the reader, preferably 
through utilisation of some of the ideas, to form an evaluation of 
tiio iiroject.

D. Postscript

As a postscrl]it to this thesis, I tliink it is approp riatc to append 
a short note I'oga ml i ng the project as part of a research training and 

the way It has influenced my own thinking and practice as a teacher
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and researcher. The project was by no means an easy one to undertake 
and a valid case can be made that the work has not been really taken 
as far as might have been possible. Many ideas have been generated 
but to pursue them fully was beyond the scope of a project at this 
level.
The project has given me direct insights and experience bf the pel- ,i 
itical and educational undercurrents which characterise institutions 
of higher education. Operating, in status terms, from a relatively 
low and non-threatening position, this experience has been invaluable 
and has greatly assisted me in coming to terms with the demands of 
my present post.
As a research endeavour, the project has provided a useful and mat
uring experience. As I have already indicated, the development of 
the project was dictated by pragmatic considerations during its evol
ution and not by pre-determined objectives. Decisions were made on 
the basis of discussion and negotiation with my supervisor and the 
ideas which eminated from them are, in many instances, co-operative 
endeavours. It is important for this to be acknowledged and this is 
the reason why "Communication about Communication" was published 
under joint authorship.
This co-operative element to the research, combined with the fairly
wide range of methodologies with which I have become familiar as a
result of working on this project, has generated an interest in the
nature and purpose of a research training which has culminated in

96 97 98 99the publication of a number of papers. ’ ’ ’ This is a direct,
and perhaps the most rewarding, consequence of the research exper
ience. The extent to which the ideas generated by the project have 
influenced my own teaching practice is difficult to say. I have 
sufficient conviction in their validity to believe that they have.
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APPENDIX ONE
TRENT POLYTECHNIC TEACHING ANALYSIS PROJECT

TAP qi

student Questionnaire

This survey seeks information about your experiences of learning in the 
Polytechnic. You are invited to answer the following questions. It is 
part of a Polytechnic research project which is concerned with the 
improvement of teaching and learning in higher education. Similar questions 
are being asked of the teaching staff. Replies will be anonymous and no 
individual will be identifiable when the results are published. It is 
intended to make the results generally available when the survey is 
completed.

r 3

What course are you on ?
CTC«. („oJU. wJLt ■ft- aHfc «Ca -fLsL. LM:)

code.

2. What year of the course are you onV

To what extent are you aware 
of the educational aims and 
objectives of your o v e r a l 1 
course of study?

( P&UUML -twûk. ovA.

How do you rate these eight
kinds of learning experience
insofar as they are part of 
your course? Answer in terms 
of very worthwhile/ worthwhile/ 
hardly worthwhile/ useless/ 
don't know/ no experience,

CpfiuuA. tuû. k/v

nomUe.r'
8:
Q

fully aware '

reasonably aware

slightly aware ' Q
unaware 4

d o n 't know s

1 a. 3 4- . JT

î!J!

1

J!Jli1 si
lectures

seminars

t u t o r i a 1s

practicals

individual
study

project
work

I.... ....... ...T —
1 prof e s s i o n a l 1 
1 placement , | ■,
I ..... i
I field work | 1

a
QQ
QQ
Q.
QQ.
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5. How do you think your lecturers 
will rate these?

lectures

seminaî

tutorials

practicals

individual 
study_____
project
work

*
a JC
X

Q ,  

Q 
O .

a . :

W":i
?;Z

professional 
1 placement

field work

o . ;

o„
o _

From your experience on 
this course, have you felt 
any gap between the expect
ations of lecturers and 
your experience of the 
teaching and learning process'

I tuÛL crvA

no gap at all
a slight gap
a wide gap
a very wide gap
don't know

a  :

7. To what extent are you
satisfied with your course?

tliC, (jrvA

completely satisfied
satisf ied
dissatisf ied
utterly dissatisfied
don't know

Q .



8. How many hours do you est
imate that you spend in an 
average week of term time* 
on individual study?
* other than examination 

times.

essays/ seminar 
papers
report writing/ 
projects
reading

preparation for
practical work
lecture notes

problems/ exercises

other

TOTAL

9 . How do you rate the work 
L of your course Staff

very worthwhile
P Student Consultative 
/ Committee?

worthwhile

 ̂ rvyjL
sometimes worthwhile
worthless

1- don't know/
no experience

ÇQ
CO
CO
CO
CO
oo35CO
oo

»7 3 »

!o
»1

10.How adequate do you find 
the opportunities which 
you have to meet your 
personal tutor?

tü&L; «rvA

totally adequate 
and satisfactory
adequate and 
satisfactory
inadequate

totally inadequate

don't know/ 
no personal tutor

o



11.Why are you undertaking 
this course of study?

(X txA û~ 4&R. e.<»T.»cu>
■b» ^ÿru U -  eué»»».fc- i C a  v«uM M »vt*i')

Q

to experience 
higher education

Q,

12.Do you think that students 
have the right amount of 
involvement in the overall 
course planning and content'

-tsiCi ffvJL

not enough
the right amount
too much
don't know

; o . "'/I

,13.Do you think that students 
have the right amount of 
involvement in the day to 
day planning of their course'
(P&AM. tW2_

not enough
the right amount
too much
don't know

n..
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14.Any other comments. -̂amî.)

Thank you for your participation in this investigation.Please hand in 
this questionnaire, when completed, to the research worker who issued 
it. If you are willing to elaborate on your answers, you are invited 
to complete the separate questionnaire, TAP Q 3 , in your own time and 
return it to me in the envelope provided.

Tom Baum, Research Assistant, School of Education, Trent Polytechnic.



TRENT POLYTECHNIC TEACHING ANALYSIS PROJECT

TAP 03

Student Questionnaire

The questions which you answered on TAP QJ required structured responses 
It may be that you wish to comment in greater detail on all or any of the 
points raised in it. This open ended schedule is designed for this purpose 
and, as answering it may take some time, you are invited to complete it ir 
your own time and return it via internal mail in the provided envelope.
As with the other questionnaire, strictest confidence will be maintained

1. What course are you onY code

. What year of the course are you on

3. How important is it to you, to be fully aware of the educational aims 
and objectives of your overall course of study Y

4. What aspects of your course are most relevant to your satisfying your 
reasons for undertaking the course?



2.

5. Do you think that a gap between the expectations of lecturers and the 
experiences of students in the teaching and learning process is 
beneficial or detrimental in any way?

6. With what aspects of your course are you a) most satisfied and b) 
most dissatisfied?

■i

7. Do you find problems with your expected work load, both in terms of 
class work and out Of class work?



J .
8. For what purposes (personal, academic, social etc.) do you consult 

your personal tutor?

9. Do you experience much difficulty obtaining necessary resources (books, 
equipment, tapes etc.) for your use on the course?

Please return this questionnaire in the provided envelope, to the address 
below? Thank you for assisting with this project.
Tom Baum, Research Assistant, Dept, of Education, York House.

; OkikU.
i k r  b k  vw. ie«»

Ar ,.-,v



APPENDIX TWO
TRENT POLYTECHNIC TEACHING ANALYSIS PROJECT

TAP Q2

'' Questionnaire for lecturers

This survey seeks information about your view of students' experience of 
learning on one . particular course on which you teach in the Polytechnic,
You are invited to answer the following questions. It is part of a P'oiy— ;

•' technic research project which is concerned with the improvement of teaching 
5 and learning methods in higher education. Similar questions are being asked '
 ̂ of students. Replies will be anonymous and no individual will be identif
iable when the results are published. It is intended to make the results 
generally available in the Polytechnic when the survey, is complete-

2 .

To which course do these answers refer?

Aa te tiuLwv w «/-ïtiLÇ, , («.j» ^
To which year of the course do they refer? -1 IQ

3. To what extent do you believe 
your students are aware of 
the educational aims and 
objectives of their overal1 
course of study?

-tiÀJÈL ,

4. How do you rate these eight 
kinds of'"learning experience 
insofar as they are part of 
your course. Answer in terms 
of very worthwhile/ worthwhile/ 
hardly worthwhile/ useless/ 
don't know/ no experience.

fully aware '
reasonably aware
slightly aware o .

unaware
don't know s

1 a, 3

pro]ec c 
work
profess ■; ona 1
lacemen t

field work

ol

rl 1
1
JC

li s? II
lectures '

seminars

tutorial 5

practicals LI
individual
s tudy

o .QQ
QQlO
O .  

Q;



5. How do you think your student; 
will rate Lhese?

m JLSL
-(R-A:).

rl 1

J
A
n 1

f

lectures 
— ..... ....... ...

seminars

tutorials

practicals

individual I 
1 study !

project . j 
work Î
professional
placement
field work . -

Q .

O .

Q
O ,

O ,

O ,

O ,

O .

6. From your experience on this 
course, have you felt any gap no gap at all

•1 between your expectations 
and the experiences which a slight gap
students have in the teaching 
and learning process? a wide gap

C P&̂ M. tufi, orvoa -étM?) a very wide gap
don't know

t 7. To what extent are you
satisfied with the course? completely satisfied

(.Fft***. satisfied
dissatisf ied o „
utterly dissatisfied *

t don't know
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3.

How many hours do you est
imate that your students 
spend in an average week 
of term time* on indiv
idual study? Give your 
answer in terms of your 
concept of what you hope 
and expect of an average 
student on your course.

r essays/ seminar 
papers œ
report writing/ 
projects QQ

r

reading CO
• other than examination 

times.
preparation for 
practical work GO
lecture notes OO
problems/ exercises GO
other ÇQ

7

TOTAL ÇO
9 . How do you rate the wor!: 

of your course Staff 
Student Consultative 
Committee?

>•
y?-

very worthwhile •
A
: 7

worthwhile 3

,.:-T < C POltLma. ixiâ. rwz. . sometimes worthwhile

-, 7 worthless 4.

, ■ 4 don't know/
no experience r

10. How adequate do you find 
the opportunities which 
you have to meet your 
personal students/

totally adequate 
and satisfactory
adequate and 
satisf actory
inadequate

totally inadequate

don't know/ 
no personal tutor

o
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11.Why should students take 
this course of study?

<>

to experience 
higher education

12.Do you think that students 
have the right amount of 
involvement in the overal1 
course planning and content?

not enough
the right amount

»"w? _ too much
don't know

13.Do you think that students 
have the right amount of 
involvement in the day to 
day planning of their course?

not enough
the right amount
too much
don't know



t

î

5.
14.The questions so far have entailed structured responses and it may be 

that you wish to elaborate on these answers and to provide further 
comments on these and other aspects of your students* experience in 
higher education. Please feel free to comment below.

a) Course aims, objectives and content.

b) Staff/ student contact

c) Student involvement in course planning

■f

d) Teaching methods.

e)Availability of resources

•T
 ̂f) Value of the course.



!,.14. cont.
Tg) Student work load

Th) Any other comments.

: Thank you for your participation in this investigation.

«.Tom Baum, Research Assistant, School of Education, Trent Polytechnic
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C O M M U N I C A T I O N  A B O U T  C O M M U N I C A T I O N

This is about communications between teachers and their students in 
colleges, polytechnics and universities.

Both teachers and students have the c o mmon purpose of so organizing 
their activities that the latter leam the concepts, skills and values of 
a body of knowledge effectively; this is what teaching is about. Put like 
this, it is obvious that efficient communication about the process of 
teaching and what it is achieving is likely to be worthwhile.

Two questions, addressed to teachers, are our starting point:

(i) To what extent do you discuss the 
educational process of a course with 
students; do you give students 
FEED-IN statements?

(ii) To what extent do you discuss
effectiveness during a course; do 
you get F E E D - B A C K  statements 
from your students ?

It is our belief that the kind of dialogue between teachers and students which 
is suggested by these questions, can enhance the processes of learning. The 
questionnaires which follow provide ways of helping this dialogue : as 
suggested by the illustration opposite, they provide ways of communicating 
about communication.

A  tenet of our approach is that the questions suggested are for teachers 
themselves to ask and not for administrators and others to use for purposes 
of evaluating courses or teachers. The questions are not designed for research 
investigations either. Their purpose is to improve communication between 
teachers and students.

The questionnaires are designed either to be used as they stand, or to be 
adapted to the particular requirements of courses and teachers. They can 
only be starting points for improved communications; they m a y  diagnose 
problems, but they cannot provide remedies. In essence they can promote 
face-to-face discussions about the processes of teaching and learning between 
students and teachers. Through this discussion the processes m a y  improve.
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FEED-IN S T A T E M E N T S

To what extent do you discuss the educational process 
of a course with students?

Here are seven questions to muse over.

1. Do you issue students with a statement of aims and objectives 
at the start of a course; do you discuss these at the start;
do you discuss these on subsequent occasions?

2. Do you issue a programme giving the major teaching events of 
a course?

3. Do you discuss the teaching methods adopted for a course; do 
you explain your choice ?

4. Do you assist students in locating resources for individual 
learning, for example do you issue book lists and library 
guides?

5. Do you outline your intentions for individual teaching sessions?

6 . Do you explain why particular assessment procedues have 
been adopted for a course?

7. Do your students wish to discuss the above questions with you 
and is such discussion profitable ?

Most teachers will answer 'yes' to some of these questions and 'no' 
to others. If you feel that some of these issues might be taken further 
than is your present practice, you m a y  find that the ideas here point 
the w a y .
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F E E D - B A C K  S T A T E M E N T S

To what e x t e n t  do you seek feedback during a course about its effectiveness ?

The following pages contain questionnaires which probe into students' experience 
of a course. W e  think it is usually better to seek the comments of the whole 
student body when enquiring about teaching effectiveness, rather than relying 
on the 'corridor gossip of the vociferous. These questionnaires provide starting 
points which can lead to open-ended and face-to-face discussions and we suggest 
that it is these discussions which are the key to improving the educational process.

Courses differ widely in both content and process and m ay need quite different 
questions in order to explore effectiveness. It is envisaged that these question
naires will be modified by you and used according to particular need. In general 
they are intended to be simple and brief.

The first instrument is the C O U R S E  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  QUESTIONNAIRE. This 
can be used either by a group of teachers in relation to a complete course or 
by an individual teacher on units for which he or she alone is responsible. If 
used for a complete course it can provide a useful agenda item for a staff-student 
committee.

Comment is necessary about the use of simple and everyday language such as is 
used in the question "To what extent are you satisfied with your course?" Clearly 
answers depend upon what respondents mean by "satisfied". If the questionnaire 
were a research tool it might be necessary to carefully define the term, but since 
here it is a pragmatic enquiry into particular instances of teaching, definition 
is not necessary. Inteipretations -will vary, but the point is that positive feelings 
aid learning while negative ones m a y  inhibit it. The combining of responses from 
a group of students gives an indication of the corporate pulse and, provided it is 
recognised as no more than that, can be useful. It is, of course, a volatile indi
cator, much influenced by day-to-day events.

The scaling of responses to questions like "To what extent... " and "How do you 
rate... " presents a problem. Some investigators use a numerical scale between 
two extremes, some ask for a mark on a continuum. W e  use three or four-point 
verbal scales with an additional point termed "can't answer"; this embraces 
answers such as "don't know", "question not meaningful", "not applicable", "no single 
answer suffices", "I would need to write an essay to answer", etc.

The subsequent instruments can either be used as follow-ups to difficulties identified 
by the Course Effectiveness Questionnaire, or can be used in isolation. They can 
be used occasionally or more regularly.

Although the overall copyright is vested in the authors the individual instruments m ay 
be copied or adapted freely for use with students.
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C Q U R S E  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  QUESTIONNAIRE

The Course Effectiveness Questionnaire is designed as the first step 
in collecting and collating student viewpoints. It should provide basic 
opinions on important aspects of a course or parts of a course. It can 
be issued by one teacher in relation to his or her own teaching, or by 
a group of teachers in relation to an entire course.

Before using this questionnaire we suggest that you obtain the agreement 
of any staff who m a y  be involved and also of the student body.

The pro-forma opposite can be photocopied and items 2, 7, 8, and 9 
typed in according to the special character of the course. Alternatively 
individual questions can be selected, modified and added to. It is how
ever recommended that the length of the questionnaire is not increased.
It is always a temptation to gather more data, but this can be counter
productive because of the time and effort needed to collate the results.

On page 7 an example is given for a course entitled B. Sc Agricultural 
Science Year One. This shows how question 2 can be used to seek opinion 
on both teaching methods and on units of a course. Likewise possible 
questions for 7, 8 and 9 are given.

Pilot testing has suggested that it is best to administer the questionnaire 
in class time, thus ensuring immediate return by students. Not more 
than ten minutes is needed.

Anonymity is best and should be carefully protected.

It is probably worthwhile in presenting the results to use raw numbers 
rather than percentages, especially if student numbers are small. On 
page 8 a pro-forma is given with boxes for entering the results. It is 
suggested that students as well as staff should have the opportunity of 
looking at the findings.

The most obvious forum for discussing the findings is a staff-student 
committee; but if the student group is small a gathering of all students 
and staff m a y  be better.



C O U E S E  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  Q U EST IO N N A IR E

This questionnaire seeks information about your present course of study. Please answer 
as frankly as you can. Do not write your name on the sheet. Write the letter which 
represents the option nearest to your present opinion in the appropriate box. Take 'can't 
answer' to include 'don't know', 'question not meaningful', 'no single answer suffices' and 
'I would need to write an essay to answer'.
1. To what extent are you aware of the educational aims and objectives of your 

course?
a = fully aware b = reasonably aware c = slightly aware d = unaware ^
e = can't answer

2. H o w  do you rate the various elements of your course as learning experiences 2A 
which are worthwhile to you? (the person issuing the questionnaire will
identify the elements using the codes 2A to 2J).
a = very worthwhile b = worthwhile c = hardly worthwhile
d = worthless e = can't answer 2D

2E
2F

2G

2H

21

3. What do you estimate to be your average workload per week at the present 
time? Include all activities which are intended to promote your learning,
ie lectures, tutorials, seminars, practicals, professional placements, as well 3 
as reading, essay writing and other forms of private study, 
a = less than 30 hours per week b = 30-35 hours c = 36-40 hours 
d = more than 40 hours e = can't answer

4. Do you consider that your workload is:
a = excessive b = rather too much c = about right d = too little 
e = can't answer ^

5. Do you feel that there is a gap between your experiences of the course and 
the expectations of your lecturers ?
a = no gap at all b = a slight gap c = a wide gap d = a very wide gap 5

e = can't answer
6 . To what extent are you satisfied with your course?

a = very satisfied b = satisfied c = dissatisfied d = very dissatisfied
e = can't answer ® □

□

Please hand this questionnaire when completed back to the person issuing it.
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C O U B S E  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  Q U E S T IONNAIRE B. Sc Agricultural Science
This questionnaire seeks information about your present course of study. Please answer 
as frankly as you can. Do no^write your name on the sheet. Write the letter which 
represents the option nearest to your present opinion in the appropriate box. Take 'can't 
answer' to include 'don't know', 'question not meaningful', 'no single answer suffices' and 
'I would need to write an essay to answer'.
1. To what extent are you aware of the educational aims and objectives of your 

course ?
a = fully av/are b = reasonably aware c = slightly aware d = unaware 
e = can't answer

e = can't answer
6 . To what extent are you satisfied with your course?

a = very satisfied b = satisfied c == dissatisfied d = very dissatisfied
e -- can't answer

7. Are you satisfied with the personal tutorial system?
(Use categories of question 6)

□
2. H ow do you rate the various elements of your course as learning experiences 2A

which are worthwhile to you? (the person issuing the questionnaire will
identify the elements using the codes 2A to 2J). •

a = very worthwhile b = worthwhile c = hardly worthwhile
d = worthless e = can't answer 2D
2A Lectures 2F "Theory of Agriculture" 2E
2B Sesminars 2G "Agricultural Botany" 2F
2C Tutorials 2H "Statistics" 2G
2D Practical classes 21 "Agrigultural Economics" 2H
2E Field work 2J "Physical Science"- 21

3. What do you estimate to be your average workload per week at the present 
time? Include all activities which are intended to promote your learning,
ie lectures, tutorials, seminars, practicals, professional placements, as well g
as reading, essay writing and other forms of private study, 
a = less than 30 hours per week b = 30-35 hours c = 36-40 hours 
d = more than 40 hours e = can't answer

4. Do you consider that your workload is;
a - excessive b = rather too much c = about right d = too little 
e = can't answer ^

□

 ̂ □
5. Do you feel that there is a gap between your ejqjeriences of the course and

the expectations of your lecturers ? -
a = no gap at all b = a slight gap c = a wide gap d = a very wide gap 5 j I
o  —  nna'ixrû'v» """""""

□
□
□8. Should there be more social events? 

a = yes b = no c = can't answer
9. Should there be more field studies? 

a = yes b = no c = can't answer 9 I 1

Please hand this questionnaire when completed back to the person issuing it.



C O U R S E  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  Q UESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire seeks information about your present course of study. Please answer 
as frankly as you can. Do not write you? name on the sheet. Write the letter which 
represents the option nearest to your present opinion in the appropriate box. Take 'can't 
answer' to include 'don't know', 'question not meaningful', 'no single answer suffices' and 
'I would need to write an essay to answer'.

To what extent are you aware of the educational aims and objectives of your 
course?
a = fully aware b = reasonably aware c = slightly aware d = unaware 
e = can't answer
H o w  do you rate the various elements of your course as learning experience: 2A 
which are worthwhile to you? (the person issuing the questionnaire will 
identify the elements using the codes 2A to 2J).

2Ca = very worthwhile b 
d = worthless e

worthwhile c = hardly worthwhile 
can't answer

3. Wliat do you estimate to be your average workload per week at the present 
time ? Include all activities which are intended to promote your learning, 
ie lectures, tutorials, seminars, practicals, professional placements, 3
as reading, essay writing and other forms of private study, 
a = less than 30 hours per week b = 30-35 hours c = 36-40 hours 
d - more than 40 hours e = can't answer

4.

5.

6 .

Do you consider that your workload is: 
a = excessive b = rather too much c = about right 
e = can't answer

d = too little

Do you feel that there is a gap between your experiences of the course and 
the expectations of your lecturers?
a = no gap at all b = a slight gap c = a wide gap d = a very wide gap 
e - can't answer
To what extent are you satisfied with your course? 
a = very satisfied b = satisfied c = dissatisfied 
e ■= can't answer

d - very dissatisfied

2J

Please hand this questionnaire when completed back to the person issuing it.

2B

2D
2E
2F
2G
2H
21

b e d

« . b e d  e

d e
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L E G  T U B E  E V A L U A T I O N

A  number of schedules for investigating lectures have been devised 
and published. In our view most of these are too complicated both for the 
student completing the list of questions and for the staff compiling the 
results. There are obviously many different styles of lecturing and these 
will be perceived differently by students. What matters is the extent to 
which the objectives of the course are achieved; if there are major 
factors interfering then it is important for the teacher to know about them.

This schedule is written in a personal style in order to emphasise the 
personal relationship between teacher and students and to reflect their 
common purpose.

It is intended for occasional use - for example a third of the way through 
a course of lectures. Ihis enables any problems vhich are identified 
to be followed up during the course itself.

As with other schedules it is expected that this will be a stimulus to 
open-ended and face-to-face discussions about the teaching and learning 
processes.

The term ' course objectives ' is used in each of the following schedules 
and may deserve comment. It embraces all of the learning expectations 
which staff have for students and thus includes generalised goals, aims 
and objectives as well as detailed syllabi.

A  pro-forma for collating results is printed on page 19.
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L E C T U E E  E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

The purpose of lectures is inevitably to transfer knowledge from lecturer to 
students. This is the case irrespective of whether the lecture is intended to 
arouse interest, to provide factual information or to evaluate ideas and data.

F r o m  time to time in a course of lectures, it seems worthwhile to ask 'how's 
it going?' The following schedule is intended to provide m e  with some feedback 
on the effectiveness or otherwise of m y  series of lectures.

1. H o w  useful are m y  lectures in helping you to achieve the course 
objectives?
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful, sometimes not
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

H o w  do you find m y  speaking style in lectures? 
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, sometimes not
c = often difficult to follow d = can't answer

3. H o w  do you rate m y  use of aids - blackboard, projectors etc? 
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, sometimes not 
c = often difficult to follow d = can't answer

4. Do I give appropriate opportunity for student participation in m y  
lectures ?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

5. Is the pace of m y  presentation right for you?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

6. Have you any other comments which would help you and m e  to be 
more effective in trying to achieve the course objectives in these 
lectures ?
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S E M I N A R  E V A L U A T I O N

Seminars are more diverse in nature than lectures, more 
difficult to conduct, and consequently harder to evaluate.
On the other hand, because they entail face-to-face discussion, 
it m a y  be easier than in lectures to initiate discussion about 
the educational process itself.

The schedule opposite is designed for occasional use.

Other questions m a y  be helpful in order to elicit views on 
the amount of preparation undertaken, the relevance to other 
parts of the course, the availability of reading materials etc.

No schedule on tutorials is included in this booklet because 
of the wide differences in tutorial practice. Teachers 
running grovç tutorials m a y  find that the seminar schedule 
can be used for tutorial evaluation.

A pro-forma for collating results is printed on page 20.
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SEMI N A R  E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

The purpose of seminars is to examine ideas in structured discussions 
in which each m ember of the seminar group can participate.

Fr o m  time to time in a series of seminars it seems worthwhile to ask 
'how's it going?'. The following schedule is intended to provide m e  
with some feedback on the effectiveness or otherwise of our seminars.

1. H o w  useful are our seminars in helping you to achieve the course 
objectives?
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful, sometimes not
c = rarely useful d = can’t answer

2. H o w  do you rate m y  involvement in the seminars?
a = tendency to talk too much b = usually appropriate involvement 
c == tendency to contribute too little d = can’t answer

3. Do you feel that our discussions tend to be monopolised by one or 
two of the group to the detriment of the rest?
a = often b = sometimes c = no d = can’t answer

Do you feel that there is an appropriate amount of structure to our 
seminars? (’Structure’ implies logic and purpose in the development 
of discussion).
a = discussions tend to be too structured 
b = the amount of structure seems usually appropriate 
c = discussions tend to have too little structure 
d = can't answer

5. Have you any other comments which would help you and m e  to be 
more effective in trying to achieve the course objectives in these 
seminars?
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ESSAY W RITING E V A L U A T I O N

The extent to which essay writing occurs in a course 
varies widely: some courses require weekly essays 
while others m a y  require less than one per term.

In some courses essay writing is linked to regular 
tutorials - either group or individual - where the 
essays are planned and subsequently discussed. In 
other courses there is little staff-student contact 
beyond the issuing of titles and the returning of scripts 
with written comments on.

Hie following schedule is designed to give a tutor some 
insight into his or her students' perceptions of the 
educational merit of writing a series of essays. It 
is for occasional use.

The questions could be modified for regular feedback 
with each essay, but the problem then is that students 
might feel that their comments affected the marking.

A  pro-forma for collating results is printed on page 21.
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ESSAY WRITING E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

The purpose of essay writing is to help you to get to grips with the subject 
matter of the course and to give you opportunities to develop your style and 
fluency in writing.

F r o m  time to time it seems worthwhile to ask 'how's it going?' This schedule 
is intended to give m e  some feedback on the effectiveness or otherwise of 
your experience of essay writing.

1. H o w  useful is the writing of these essays in terms of your r 
getting to grips with the subject matter?

a = usually useful
b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful 
d = can't answer

2. H o w  useful is the writing of these essays in terms of developing your 
style and fluency in writing?

a = usually useful
b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful 
d = can't answer

3. Generally speaking, is relevant reference material for your 
essays readily available?

a = usually 
b = sometimes 
c = rarely 
d = can't answer

4. H o w  long on average do you spend altogether in obtaining 
material In background reading, and in writing up each essay?

5. To what extent are m y  written or oral comments on your 
essays helpful in terms of your trying to achieve the course 
objectives?

a = usually helpful
b = sometimes helpful, sometimes not 
c = usually unhelpful 
d = can't answer

6. Have you any other comments which would help you and m e  
to be more effective in working together?
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P R A C T I C A L  CLASS E V A L U A T I O N

This schedule is designed for use in courses in 
science and in engineering where there are regular 
practical classes in which equipment is used in 
accordance with a set of instructions and subsequently 
a report is written.

A  pro-forma for collating results is printed on page 22.
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P R A C H C A L  CLASS E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

F r o m  time to time in a series of practical classes it seems 
worthwhile to ask "how's it going?' The following schedule is 
intended to provide m e  with some feedback on the effectiveness 
or otherwise of our practical classes.

1. H o w  useful are the practical classes in helping you 
to achieve the course objectives?

a = usually useful 
b = sometimes useful, 
c = rarely useful 
d = can't answer

sometimes not

To what extent are the instructions for practical classes 
clear?

a = always or nearly always clear 
b = sometimes clear, sometimes not 
c = rarely 
d = can't answer

To what extent have you found the equipment to be readily 
available and in good working order?

a = always or nearly always 
b = sometimes 
c = rarely 
d = can't answer

H o w  long on average do you spend in writing up the results 
of a practical class?

a = half an hour or less 
b = one hour or less, but more than 'a' 
c = two hours or less, but more than 'b' 
d = more than two hours 
e = can't answer

Have you any other comments which would help make our
practical classes more effective?
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E X A M IN A n O N  E V A L U A T IO N

It seems to be much more common for teachers to ask students 
how they fared in examinations than in lectures and seminars. 
On the other hand, the use of evaluative schedules about exam
inations seems rare. Perhaps students have already expressed 
themselves sufficiently! But, it m a y  be that some viewpoints 
are revealed by a written schedule which would be otherwise 
missed.

As with the other schedules, the emphasis is on achievement 
of course objectives.

A pro-forma for collating results is printed on page 23.
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E X A M I N A T E O N  E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

These questions seek your views and experience of the examinations 
which you have recently taken. Obviously the findings cannot influence 
the marking of your papers in any way, but they m a y  affect the setting 
of papers in the future.

1. To what extent do you feel that the examinations 
have been a fair test of your achievement of the 
course objectives?

a) a reasonably fair test
b) sometimes fair, sometimes not
c) an unfair test
d) can't answer

2. Were there parts of the examinations for which the 
course had not adequately prepared you?

a) no - all parts covered adequately
b) yes - a few parts not adequately covered
c) yes - many parts not adequately covered
d) can't answer

Were the arrangements for the examinations 
satisfactory? ie timing, facilities, distribution of papers, 
lack of distraction.

a) completely satisfactory
b) reasonably satisfactory
c) unsatisfactory
d) can't answer

4. Have you any other comments?
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L E C T U R E  E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E
Co»>r»«

The purpose of lectures is inevitably to transfer knowledge from lecturer to 
students. This is the case irrespective of whether the lecture is intended to 
arouse Interest, to provide factual information or to evaluate ideas and data.

□
From time to time in a course of lectures, it seems worthwhile to ask 'how's 
it going?' The following schedule is intended to provide m e  with some feedback 
on the effectiveness or otherwise of m y  series of lectures.

1. H o w  useful are m y  lectures in helping you to achieve the course 
objectives?
a = usually useful b = sometimes useful, sometimes not
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

2. H o w  do you find m y  speaking style in lectures?
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, sometimes not 
c = often difficult to follow d = can't answer

3. H o w  do you rate m y  use of aids - blackboard, projectors etc? 
a = usually easy to follow b = sometimes easy, sometimes not 
c == often difficult to follow d = can't answer

Do I give appropriate opportunity for student participation in m y  
lectures ?
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

Is the pace of m y  presentation right for you? 
a = usually b = sometimes c = rarely d = can't answer

6. Have you any other comments which would help you and m e  to be 
more effective in trying to achieve the course objectives in these 
lectures ?

We.o^
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S E M I N A E  E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

Co\»osc

The purpose of seminars is to examine ideas in structured discussions 
in which each m ember of the seminar group can participate.

□
Mo.

From time to time in a series of seminars it seems worthwhile to ask 
'how's it going?'. The following schedule is intended to provide m e  
with some feedback on the effectiveness or otherwise of our seminars.

1. How useful are our seminars in helping you to achieve the course 
objectives?
a = usually useful b - sometimes useful, sometimes not
c = rarely useful d = can't answer

2. H o w  do you rate m y  involvement in the seminars?
a = tendency to talk too much b = usually appropriate involvement 
c = tendency to contribute too little d = can't answer

3. Do you feel that our discussions tend to be monopolised by one or 
two of the group to the detriment of the rest?
a = often b = sometimes c = no d = can't answer

Do you feel that there is an appropriate amount of structure to our 
seminars? ('Structure' implies logic and purpose in the development 
of discussion).
a = discussions tend to be too structured ^
b = the amount of structure seems usually appropriate 
c = discussions tend to have too little structure 
d = can't answer

5. Have you any other comments which would help you and m e  to be 
more effective in trying to achieve the course objectives in these 
seminars?

Mo.



ES SAY WRITING E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E

Course.
The purpose of essay writing is to help you to get to grips with the subject 
matter of the course and to give you opportunities to develop your style and 
fluency in writing.

F r o m  time to time it seems worthwhile to ask 'how’s it going?’ This schedule 
is intended to give m e  some feedback on the effectiveness or otherwise of 
your experience of essay writing. ^

ra|»li<a&
1. H o w  useful is the writing of these essays in terms of your 

getting to grips with the subject matter?
b c. d

a = usually useful
b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful 
d = can't answer

2. H o w  useful is the writing of these essays in terms of developing your 
style and fluency in writing?

a = usually useful
b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful 
d = can't answer

3., Generally speaking, is relevant reference material for your 
essays readily available?

a = usually 
b = sometimes 
c = rarely 
d = can't answer

4. H o w  long on average do you spend altogether in obtaining ^  
material in background reading, and in writing up each essay?

5. To what extent are m y  written or oral comments on your 
essays helpful in terms of your trying to achieve the course

" objectives?

a = usually helpful
b = sometimes helpful, sometimes not 
c = usually unlielpful 
d = can't answer

6, Have you any other comments viiich would help you and m e
to be more effective in working together? No.o.^

rtbliCA



P R A C T I C A L  CLASS E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E
Course.

F r o m  time to time in a series of practical classes it seems 
worthwhile to ask ’how's it going?' The following schedule is 
intended to provide m e  with some feedback on the effectiveness 
or otherwise of our practical classes.

Mo.
nejsfi'es.

1. H o w  useful are the practical classes in helping you 
to achieve the course objectives?

a = usually useful
b = sometimes useful, sometimes not 
c = rarely useful 
d = can’t answer

2. To what extent are the instructions for practical classes 
clear?

a = always or nearly always clear 
b = sometimes clear, sometimes not 
c = rarely 
d = can't answer

3. To what extent have you found the equipment to be readily 
available and in good working order?

a = always or nearly always 
b = sometimes 
c = rarely 
d = can't answer

4. H o w  long on average do you spend in writing up the results 
of a practical class?

a = half an hour or less 
b = one hour or less, but more than ’a’ 
c = two hours or less, but more than ’b’ 
d = more than two hours 
e = can't answer

Have you any other comments which would help make our
practical classes more effective ?

Aio. o F
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E X A M I N A T I O N  E V A L U A T I O N  S C H E D U L E
Coof'te

Mo. o j ^  

ralliai.

These questions seek your views and experience of the examinations 
which you have recently taken. Obviously the findings cannot influence 
the marking of your papers in any way, but they m a y  affect the setting 
of papers in the future.

1. To what extent do you feel that the examinations 
have been a fair test of your achievement of the 
course objectives?

a) a reasonably fair test
b) sometimes fair, sometimes not
c) an unfair test
d) can't answer

2. Were there parts of the examinations for which the 
course had not adequately prepared you?

a) no - all parts covered adequately
b) yes - a few parts not adequately covered
c) yes - many parts not adequately covered
d) can't answer

3. Were the arrangements for the examinations
satisfactory? ie timing, facilities, distribution of papers, 
lack of distraction.

a) completely satisfactory
b) reasonably satisfactory
c) unsatisfactory
d) can't answer

4. Have you any other comments? I 1 of
1____ 1 wf+L.
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F O R E W O R D

Tom B a u m 's work as an RAD (research-assistant~ 
demonstrator) in the Polytechnic has been concerned 
with ways of improving communications between staff 
and students about the processes of teaching and 
l e a r n i n g. Much of his time has been devoted to the 
use of feedback questionnaires along lines described 
in a previous paper, "Communication about Communication", 
The present paper sets his work in the context of the 
three major forms of feedback which have developed 
so far in Britain.

This paper was presented to a conference organised 
jointly by the Society for Research into Higher 
Education and Trent Polytechnic on 23 May 1979.

Michael Bassey 
19 June 1979



A significant feature of the contemporary situation in further and 
higher education is the increasing level of accountability with 
which teachers are faced. Economic stringencies coupled with thé 
growing "consumer" consciousness of the student body has created a 
situation in which the teacher is required to justify his methods 
and general approach to teaching in a way that is largely alien to 
the traditional approach to teaching in this country. The teacher 
today is less able to maintain the "splendid isolation" within his 
classroom and one consequence of this has been the mushrooming of 
interest in the idea of obtaining feedback on a teacher's activities. 
Research and development work in this area in the United States 
dates back to the early years of this century but in Britain it is 
a comparatively recent phenomenon. Evidence for the current concern 
about this issue includes a growing number of research projects in 
this field, a proliferation of publications and an increasing number 
of conferences. The main emphasis of this activity has until very 
recently been exclusively in the higher education sector but there 
is evidence of a growing concern in further education; notably 
activities of the NASD and their recent conference on "The realities 
of staff appraisal in further education". The intention of this 
paper is to discuss some of the main approaches that can be adopted 
in obtaining feedback on teaching and to describe in detail a 
number of projects which are representative of the kind of work 
currently being undertaken in this country.

Feedback is part of teaching. The teacher constantly seeks clues 
and indications about how things are going, he is on the lookout for 
the reactions of his class to the teaching programme, he gains 
indications of student opinion through corridor gossip or coffee bar 
discussion, he gleans clues by essay and examination marks, and 
sometimes he may call upon the advice and experience of colleagues. 
These processes will be familiar to most teachers in further and 
higher education and operate automatically on many courses. The 
main drawback to tills form of informal and ongoing feedback on 
t(Mctiinu is. ttint t tie tear tier has no i ndica t: ion about its reliability 
or wliot tier t lio clues, lie picks up are representative of the way in 
wliicti Ills, teach i ng is seen by the body of students and colleagues.



Additionally, teachers may attempt more systematic approaches to 
obtaining feedback on their teaching. Thèy may arrange for the 
audio or visual recording of a teaching session and use this 
evidence in an attempt to identify problems in teaching style or 
in methods of communication with students. They may adopt a form 
of self-analysis in this by evaluating the recording on their own, 
or they may invite experienced colleagues to comment and advise. 
Similarly, student evaluation or feedback exercises at "chalk face” 
level are very widespread among teachers in this country. In a 
recent survey at Trent Polytechnic, it was found that a high pro
portion of staff had undertaken an exercise of this nature at one 
time or another in their teaching career. They tend to be "one-off" 
exercises, designed to obtain specific information about a particular 
course taught Individually or by small groups of colleagues. Evidence 
from the study suggests that frequently the instruments are put 
together in a somewhat haphazard manner with the inclusion of a 
very mixed assortment of questions. A teacher may use a widely 
tested instrument as the basis for his own, discarding or adding 
items as he sees appropriate. Discussion with a number of academics 
who have undertaken such evaluations has indicated that there is 
frequently a feeling of dissatisfaction with the actual instrument 
as well as with the results and the use to which they can be put. 
Consequently, such exercises may not be repeated and teachers may 
by reluctant to become involved in those of others or to attempt 
new Initiatives of their own. Peer feedback on teaching also tends 
to be a "one-off" exercise. The teacher may invite a colleague to 
sit in on one of ha's sessions and to note down particular problems. 
Those may IJion be discussed and appropriate action initiated.

Exorcises such as, those described above clearly constitute the 
"bread and butter" of feedback on teaching. To some degree they 
will be familiar to most teachers in further and higher education.
The intention of this paper, however, is to discuss a number of 
systematic schemes which have attempted a larger scale of operation 
and where a recognised and fairly standardised procedure can be 
identified for the exercise. These schemes are fairly representative 
of the kind of work on feedback on teaching currently being under- 
iaken :n this country. Theyare described so as to enable a teacher 
w i .".hi net to old a i n some kind of feedback on his teaching to utilise
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the experience of others and to identify the methodology which will 
be most appropriate to his own circumstances. In this paper, feed
back on teaching will be classified under three very general 
headings.

a) Utilisation of student opinion
b) Peer group appraisal
c) Self-examination techniques

Student opinion as a source of feedback

By far the most common form of systematic feedback on teaching is
obtained from students, usually in the form of a questionnaire which 
seeks their evaluation and/or comments on a particular teacher, on a 
specific course or on more general issues pertaining to the academic
experience of the student. In the United States the use of student
evaluation of teaching is widespread, as indicated by Flood Page's 
monograph (1974). Aspects of the "American experience" undoubtedly 
made many teachers in this country very wary of the use of evaluation 
of teaching, notably implications that the findings of a student 
rating exercise may be used to reach decisions relating to a teacher's 
promotion or tenure in an institution. In this country there is 
some confidential evidence that a few colleges are considering the 
use of skudent opinion as part of the general staff review procedures. 
.Suggestions of this nature are usually greeted with concern by 
teachers. However, the schemes which are described in this paper 
are in no way intended for this purpose and all seek to provide a 
perspective on teaching which may enable a degree of teaching improve
ment to take place. That is not to say that work in the United 
States has not influenced a number of schemes in this country. Typical 
among these is the Assessment for Instructional Development (AID) 
scheme initiated at Newcastle upon Tyne Polytechnic by de Winter 
Hebron. Initially this project centred on attempts to adapt IDEA 
(Instructional Development by Evaluation and Assessment), a scheme 
which originated at Kansas State University, to the British situation. 
IDEA i s one of the more widely used and rriore sophisticated student 
r.ii ing programmes in the United States and its more unusual features 
I lu • 1 Us le :

(1) liio manner In which student perceptions of teacher are 
related to student perceptions of their own progress in 
relation to a range of objectives;



: r.f:r.ne.' in Ahich the sign i licence of the objectives 
iotocmined by individual teacher choice;

(1 empiri'nil (ierivatzion of both objccLives and teaching 
behaviour: and

i/i Ihc very Jarge data base on which IDEA depends which
enat ier more valid statistical influences about behaviour, 
progress and relakionships ko be made.

Attempks to adapi. IDEA to the British situation confirmed fairly 
widespread concern about the feasibility of cross-cultural transfer 
of sludcnk rrpin(| s.chemes. It was anticipated that field trials 
would diow:

(1) thal. the instrument would be a practical one to 
a dm ini s, I er ;

( '̂1 tint gues.tions wouid need some superficial rewording, 
but. not much other alteration; and

(3) that Britiish and American scoring and therefore norms 
would be similar.

However, only the first of these assumptions was completely confirmed 
Terminology presented a number of transfer problems, while the 
norms achieved in the trial run showed virtually no similarity to 
those gained in the United States. Consequently the AID programme 
has required a 'completely fresh start. This has not been completed 
and ar, a resuti feedback instrument Is not yet available. However, 
ttie initial sia'irs liave involved the ideni ificatlon of 4b behavioural 
aim.', stal('d in santences relat in'i to teactiing in higher education. 
'I'tiese were raied ler importance by a sample of 81 teachers working 
in discipline areas - humanities, education, arts and design, 
social studies, t''u.",iness studies, engineering and science. The aims 
were broadly divi : v] inLo 4 types, cognitive, affective, psychomotor 
and jcsa_ru ,e a . Examples of such sentences include; "Be aware 
oi 'ac'\ c:% :s acquire new knowledge" (cognitive); "Organise
CVS \ - .c . .a y.S'" (affective); "Assemble apparatus" (psychomotor);
nd " c'cc I o: cpes cire of professional skills" (instrumental). Con-

s.ia.c/aalc vs,sic, ion in importance rating was attached to the aims by



bhe teachers in the different discipline areas and it is intended 
thar through further testing individual discipline questionnaires 
can be developed in which student perceptions and evaluations can 
be Compared with those of first their own teacher and secondly the 
concensus of perceptions of a large number of teachers in that 
discipline area.

Probably bhe besb known scheme indigenous to this country is the 
Studenb Pecdbar-k T'ro iect at the North East London Polytechnic» The 
proiecr was esbablished in 1971 and has two major features. First 
there is the tearliinq evaluation scheme which is based on a 23 item 
rating scale gues.I i onnai re which has a computer programme developed 
For analysis of daba from it. The questionnaire invites students 
both to rate the teacher against various teaching activities and to 
indicate the importance which they attach to the teaching activities 
themselves. Items cover a wide perspective of students' learning 
experiences, covering both practical and factual aspects of the 
teachers' performance as well as features of attitudes. The two 
elements of student rating are fed back to the teacher, no overall 
rating Is given and nor is the teacher compared with other teachers 
or against any norms. A data bank of alternative questions is 
available bo a teacher who considers the basic questionnaire 
inappropriate bo his needs. In practice changes of this kind have 
been rarely implemented. The second part of this student feedback 
project has Involved a scheme of course evaluation where purpose- 
built questionnaires have been devised after discussions with staff 
and student to obtain feedback on courses of particular parts of 
courses especially where innovations or difficulties were involved.
The questionnaires and other feedback Information are analysed by 
staff on the project and an interpretative report is prepared. The 
NELP scheme has exercised considerable influence over a number of 
other student feedback projects in this country and both the 
évaluatory model adopted and a number of the actual questions used 
have been adopted by others.

Concern wild ! lie .nirvey type oF student feedback mechanism, especially 
I tie 1 nrcer s., nl e rys t ems such as IDEA, led to the evolution of a 
rather uflerenc approach at Plymouth Polytechnic, under the 
dlrec Ion of Terry Keen and Warren Hopwood. The Teaching Appraisal 
by Reeertorv Grid Elicitation Techniques (TARGET) project is



conc'.ernod wibh beaching appraisal using students as the main 
source but that is claimed to be the only similarity w5_ th other 
systems. Teachers themselves are not classified as good, bad, 
effective or ineffective. Teaching evaluation can only take place 
in the context of the whole teaching and learning interaction. Keen 
and Hopwood argue that the teacher's pedagogic style may be 
eminently suited to one group of students but be totally unsuccessful 
with another. The TARGET analysis is an attempt to identify those 
skills which are required in the teaching of a particular group of 
students. The system is entered on a data bank based on information 
collected from a large representative sample of students and teachers 
within a discipline area. This shows similarity with the AID 
programme. Data banks are developed through the use of repertory 
grid techniques and the perceptions of both teachers and students 
as to what constitutes "effective" and "ineffective" teaching are 
obtained. Teachers are able to compare their own profiles as 
perceived by themselves and their students with the discipline norms, 
and, as a consequence can decide on measures to remedy faults within 
the context of their own repertoire of skills so as to maximise 
their effectiveness. TARGET offers an unusual perspective on the 
appraisal of teaching and is of particular interest in its recognition 
of the diversity of skills which constitute effective teaching. The 
aim of the evaluatory programme is to enable a teacher to maximise 
the effect of his pedagogic strengths and compensate for weaker 
areas and, in addition, to suit his approach to the demands of a 
specific group of students with whom he is working.

The Teaching Analysis Project on which I am working at Trent 
Polytechnic exhibils a similarity with the TARGET scheme in its 
recogni tion of the over-rid i ng diversity in teaching, a variation 
which I believe to be of greater significance than any uniformity 
which is assumed in many teaching evaluation and feedback programmes. 
While not adopting an out-and-out phenomenological stand point, an 
assumption is made that every teaching/learning situation is unique 
and cannot be meaningfully related to the situation on other 
courses, or indeed, to the situation at other times within the 
duration of a single course. The emphasis of the project is on the 
use of simple feedback questionnaires. These are intended to identify 
:lssu< s of concern to students on a particular course so that discussion

/ .



can be facilitated between a teacher and his students with a view 
to lessening or even eliminating difficulties. Questionnaires are 
not intended to supplant the day-to-day discussion about such Issues 
which sometimes takes placé between a teacher and his students; 
the questionnaires are intended to assist in situations where such 
discussion is not easy; for example, where a large class is Involved. 
The questionnaires are intended as diagnostic tools acting as 
facilitators of discussion. My research evidence suggests that 
student opinion is often transitory, and that any evaluatory scheme 
should take account of this and treat ratings as an immediate 
indicator rather than an absolute picture of student perception. The 
schedules are developed by the teacher, so that the main areas of 
concern can be included and the appropriate terminology adopted. 
Importance is attached to the immediatè availability of the results 
and consequently complex statistical analysis is not attempted. 
Teachers are encouraged to discuss results with students so a s  to 
obtain more detailed comments about particular points. In addition, 
simple validation techniques have been tested to enable teachers 
devising their own questionnaires to avoid some of the major pitfalls 
relating to ambiguity in the meaning of questions; these techniques 
are not time consuming to undertake. They include discussion with 
a few students about each question, asking students to redefine each 
question in writing to determine consistency in perception and taped 
verbalisation of student thoughts while responding. These procedures 
are a pragmatic response to the general lack of validation attempted 
with small scale student feedback questionnaires.

Peer group appraisal

By contrast with the number of projects which utilise student 
opinion as I ho source of feedback on teaching, there is a paucity 
of publi shod ma torial about feedback in the other two areas under 
discuss ion in t ii i s paper. While feedback from peers may be frequent 
at an informal level, only one project - at the University of 
Birmingham - has been identified for which published material is 
readily available. It is known, however, that at Baling College 
of Further Education, new members of staff are encouraged (but not 
required) to pair with a new colleague in order to sit in at each 
other's lectures as observers and discuss their impressions. This 
if. a personal activity and reports are not made to the scheme's 
organisers. The best known peer evaluation scheme in the U.K. is
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khat run under the auspices of the Advisory Service on Teaching
Methods within the University of Birmingham. The evaluation takes 
the form of a detailed assessment of students* reactions to a 
particular course. This is normally carried out by a colleague 
whose own course is evaluated on a reciprocal basis. Normally the 
two teachers involved are from similar but not identical discipline 
areas so that they are able to understand the subject matter under 
discussion in the teaching session. It clearly would be difficult 
for a historian to evaluate usefully the work of an applied physicist 
or vice versa. The evaluation model varies from course to course 
but usually involves the evaluator attending some lecture and 
practical classes or other components of the course. This is 
followed by informal discussion with the evaluated teachers as well 
as with one or more small groups of students who are taking the 
course. These discussions seek to identify the problems that the 
students encounter and frequently lead to the construction of a 
detailed questionnaire which the whole student body complete. A 
report is then prepared for the evaluated lecturer by his visiting 
colleague. Occasionally a follow-up exercise may be carried out 
later in the course so that, for example, information may be obtained 
from students on the effect of changes made by a lecturer in response 
to the previous evaluation. The exercise is entirely confidential 
and is not seen as a means of assessing professional competence in 
relation to promotion or probation. Teachers are in no way obliged 
to share the evaluation with others but are encouraged to do so. The 
main drawback of the scheme is the high input which is demanded in 
terms of teacher time. The most striking benefit is said to be the 
effect which evaluating a colleague has on the teaching of the 
evaluator himself. In seeking to identify the problems encountered 
by a colleague, a teacher is encouraged to focus his thoughts on his 
own teaching and to assess the effectiveness of his own work. Peer 
Ceedback lias been criticised on the grounds that the presence of the 
obs.ei vi nc| locluror will nul oma t leal 1 y alter the teaching situation.

Self examination lechniques.

On self examination there is also a dearth of published material.
Many teachers probably sit down after a lecture, seminar or practical 
class and reflect on how it went. Systematic schemes to assist in 
this process are not common. Self-evaluation is inevitably fraught 
with a number of problems, notably the tendency of an individual to
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judge himself either more favourably or more destructively than 
others would. An example of self-evaluation programme is John 
Clarke's Tutor Self-Evaluating Questionnaire, developed at Leicester 
Polytechnic. This schedule poses a number lof questions about a 
particular teaching session, to be answered immediately following 
the ending of the class. By answering the questions it is hoped that 
"the teacher will provide for him/herself a more detailed matrix of 
impressions and will thereby more equally recognise successes or 
failures and, by the process, describe for him/herself the necessary 
changes".

Clarke's scheme depends on remembering how a particular session 
went. Dennis Fox at Trent Polytechnic has developed a different 
approach to self-appraisal. His Lecture Analysis scheme involves 
the audio-recording of a lecture session. Afterwards the lecturer 
plays the recording back to himself, at the same time trying to 
imagine himself in the position of the student listening to the 
lecture. The programme requires the teacher to rate and comment 
on his performance as the lecture progresses. A detailed analysis 
of the first 5 minutes is required and then the identification of 
more general points during the remainder of the session, e.g., the 
extent to which examples are provided, the time allowed for note 
taking, and the manner in which unfamiliar ideas are explained.
This procedure may be of considerable use to a new teacher. 
Experienced teachers are probably more aware of things that are 
going wrong, but this self-analysis technique helps the inexperienced 
to pinpoint those areas of teaching which deserve particular 
attention.

This survey has considered three main areas of feedback on 
loarliinq. The nature, scope and the use of feedback on teaching 
i a con ten (• 1 our. i ssue in further and higher education today, but 
if il i r. used by learhors tiiemse'l ves, as a tool to improve their 
I each i ng , it can do notiiing but good.

Tom Baum 
Centre for Educational Research 

Trent Polytechnic 
June 19 79
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SIUDENÎ EKHIWriON OF TEAOflHG: 
SOME ALTSWATIVE BERSPBniVES

Ton Baia Trent Polytechnic
ABSTRACT

This paper is a response to the considerable criticism which has 
been levelled against the use of student evaluation of teaching in 
higher education. Much such criticism is justified when applied to 
a considerable prt^rtion of the work in this field. Student 
evaluation has evolved, in part, as a response to demands.for 
greater "consumer" involvement in higher education.

In Britain the educational climate is such that interest in student 
evaluation has been slow to evolve and has been constrained by the 
system and the position of the teacher and student in the academic 
community. CorMequently, British initiatives in student evaluation 
display interesting innovative features, which are direct responses 
to the situation in this country and, to some extent, circimvent 
the main criticisms of evaluations. A number of such schemes are 
described in the paper, including the author's own work at Trent 
.Polytechnic. The development and thinking behind this project is 
described and two case studies from the field trials are outlined. 
Simple validation procedures for feedbadc guestionnaires are 
described which can be utilised by teachers developing their own 
schedules.



shudent evaluation of teaching: some alternative perspectives

É' student evaluation of teaching his been the target of con- 
P  aiderable critician in recent years. Consequently there hasP-'^  been a tendency to reject the use of such feedback in higher 

education. Many schemes undoubtedly warrant the criticism 
levelled but this is by no means universally so. The intention 
of this paper is to describe a number of British projects which 
succeed in circumventing some of these problems- In particular, 
the author's work at Trent Polytechnic will be described in 
some detail.

As the elitism of higher education thrcwghout Western Europe 
and North America has torturously and unwillingly clad itself 
with the outer gwraents of populism, so the student or consumer 
view has been increasingly sought. Cynics argue that, by 
Involving students in the rating of courses and teachers, the 
educational establishment is offering a sop to involveamnt. 
Accepting the evident and well documented criticisms of student 
ratings,academics and administrators none-the-less ençloy them 
because students demand involvement in their education and formal 
ratings offer a democratic and ubiquitous opportunity for 
students to "have their say". As is the case with, for example, 
student representation on college bodies, it is easy to see 
student ratings as mere tokenism, in particular where the 
intention is to provide indications of a teacher's effectiveness 
compared with colleagues and »#hen promotion and tenure decisions 
may be based, in part, on such ratings. The teacher himself, 
senior academics and administrators have the powerful defence 
mechanism, even if they do not consciously use it, of rejecting 
the findings of -a student evaluation exercise on the grounds of 
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the well known and «fidely acc^ted weaknesses inherenV in the 
procedure.

The case for the use of student ratings in the United States and 
elsewhere has undoubtedly been devalued by indiscriminate overkill 
and the use of what are, frankly, poor instruments, which provide 
ideal fodder for the criticisms of the "anti—raters". Nadeau^
M977) lists thirty-four major criticisms of the use of student 
ratings of instruction, all of which have indisputable validity 
within the context of the American experience and. Indeed, snke an 
instructive list of "do nots" for Intending users of stuient 
evaluation. In Britain, as has been the case in many other fields, 
we have had the good fortune to have been very slow in latcdiing 
onto the idea of structured student feedback and thus have been able 
to avoid some of the major pitfalls encountered elsewhere. Attempts 
to develop materials and to adapt American versions in Britain 
have inevitably been coloured-by the peculiarities of the higher 
education system in this country, in particular academic indepen
dence, professional ism and the position of. the .student, not eis 
consumer but member of the academic community.

As a consequence, proponents of the usefulness of student evaluation 
of teaching, for «datever purpose, have been required to develop 
conpiex justifications for their proposals which can in no way 
conflict with the consensus mores of the institutions concerned. 
Student evaluation at "chalk face" level has been undertaken by 
individual teachers in Britain for a number of years, but larger 
scale schemes have been a fairly recent development. Despite the 
fairly widespread problems which faced evaluators when seeking to 
instigate large scale and formalised systems of student feedback or



ratings of teaching in Britain, the constraints have, paradoxically, 
resulted in the development of a number of innovative schemes, which 
do not justify, to the same extent, the kind of criticisms **ich 
are frequently levelled against student evaluation programmes and 
represent direct responses to the unique educational environment 
in Britain. While in many ways they are very different, what 
these projects have in common is a fundamental concern for improve
ment in the teaching-learning process in higher education and the 
belief that student evaluation can act as an important facilitating 
agent in the achievement of this imporvement.

Probably .the best known student evaluation programme in Britain is 
the Student Feedback Project undertake, by Brtdbury and Rarasden̂  
at North East London Polytechnic. Working with individual 
lecturers, responses were sought from students to 23 statements 
about the teaching of that particular teacher- Ins’addition students 
were required to provide an assessment of the importance of each 
of the selected dimensions and this section was used to assist in 
the interpretation of the results of the main evaluation. Central 
features of the IŒLP programme are that use by academic staff is 
entirely voluntary, the schedule is flexible, and that the results 
of the evaluation questionnaires are confidential to the participa
ting teacher, to enable him to find out more about his teaching- It 
is this em^iasis which appears to be the main attraction of the 
NELP programme to academic staff in Britain. In other respects, 
especially in terms of the type of question used and the range of 
responses available, the questionnaire does not appear to be 
particularly innovative and adopts an approach sisdlar, in many 
respects, to U.S. programmes such as IDEA. A number of other 
schemas in Britain have been modelled on the work at NELP, notably

the Student Feedback Questionnaire, developed by Clarke at 
Leicester Polytechnic- This package also seeks information on 
aspects of the teaching strategy adopted on a course as well as 
details of specific problems encountered. Clarke developed the 
package to assist colleagues to monitor their own teaching at a 
personal level as well as in conjunction with the expertise offered 
■by his staff developmeit unit.

Very different in operation to the NELP and Leicester Projects, but 
exemplifying a novel approach to the use of student evaluation, is 
that developed at the University of Birmingham^. The central u 
feature pf the programme is t%*o-way peer evaluation by colleagues 
in related disciplines by which a reciprocal evaluation is 
initiated to encompass all facets of the teaching-learning process 
on a course. An important confirmacory process which has featured 
in this programme, subsequent to the observational peer assessment, 
has been the use of a specially designed student evaluation 
questionnaire, constructed as a result of the initial evaluation 
and therefore tailored to thé perceived prcAlems on a course- As a 
consequence, the resulting questionnaires exhibit considerable 
variety in content and the emphasis placed on particular areas of 
concern to students, as noted by observation and interviews, and 
they are thus seen by students as pertinent to their own experiences- 
The scheme is an illuminating example of the way in which various 
evaluatory techniques can be combined to produce a composite of 
considerable value to the teacher. -

Concern with the survey-type of student feedback mechanism, 
especially at attempts to import American systems such as IDEA, led 
to the evolution of a completely different approach at Plymouth
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Polytechnic under the direction of Keen and Hopwood . Their TARGET 
project is concerned with teacher appraisal but that denominator, 
the authors claim, is the only similarity with other systems. No 
attempt is made to classify or quantify teaching into categories 
such as good, bad, effective or ineffective. Keen and Hopwood 
argue, a teacher's pedagogic style may be eminently suited to one 
group of students but be totally unsuccessful with another. The 
TARGET analysis is an attempt to identify those skills which are 
required in the teaching of a particular group of students.
Repertory Grid techniques are used to obtain teacher and student 
perceptions of "effective" and "ineffective" teachers which form 
data banks for different disciplines. Teachers are able to com^^e 
their own profiles, as perceived by themselves and their studentq,. 
with the discipline norms and, as a consequence, can decide on 
measures to remedy faults within the context of their own repertoire 
of skills so as to maximise their effectiveness. TARGET undoubtedly 
offers an unusual perspective on the appraisal of teaching and is 
of particular interest in its recognition of the diversity of skills 
and combinations of skills which constitute effective teaching, 
which enable a teacho- to maximise the effect of his own strengths.

This recognition of the diversity within the teaching situation is 
a central tenet of ray own project at Trent Polytechnic. While not 
adopting an out and out phenomenological stand point, the Teaching 
Analysis Project is underpinned by the assumption that the teaching/ 
learning situation on every course is unique and cannot be meaning
fully related to experiences with other courses. Comparative 
analysis has been rejected because of its complicating effect and 
the fluctuating nature of student perceptions. Because student 
evaluations are only a realistic measure of the immediate situation.
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end of course or summative evaluations have not been adopted and 
the emphasis has been on the on-going, remedial value of formative 
feedback.

The starting point of the Teaching Analysis project was the 
identification of a communication "gap" between the perceptions of 
students and the expectations of their teachers in higher education. 
This gap is a multi-causal and dimensional phenomenon, the features 
and extent of which vary considerably between courses and %d.thin 
courses at different times. The gap may be a manifestation of a 
major disparity or even conflict between the perceptions of a 
teacher and his students. More frequently, however, it results 
from fairly low-level, possibly trivial pr<*lems on a course which 
are allowed to fester and act to the detriment of the overall 
effectiveness of the course, and have adverse consequences to the 
learning of the students.

The widespread presence of the hypothesised "gap" in higher 
education was confirmed by means of a large-scale survey of staff 
and students at Trent Polytechnic. The. focus of the project now • 
centred on developing mechanisms which would enable teaéhers to 
identify the nature and causes of the gap, if it is evident, on 
their course and consequently to attempt to deal with it. While in 
an ideal situation a teacher and his students would have the kind 
of rapport which would enable issues and problems to be discussed 
in a frank and constructive manner, the practicalities of the- 
teaching situation in higher education make this a rarely achieved 
model. In this situation there is a need for a communication 
facilitator, a mechanism Wiich may enable purposeful face-to-face 
discussion to be undertaken.



The mechanisms which were selected to facilitate such discussion 
were simple student feedback questionnaires, designed to identify 
areas of concern to students in a course overall and in terms of 
specific aspects of it, for example laboratory sessions, lectures 
and seminars^. A fundamental feature of the questionnaires is 
that they are intended to be adapted or extended to suit the 
specific needs of the course in q’jestion. The questionnaires are 
intended for class administration and attempts are made to maintain 
the collation of results at a manageable level. Complete 
confidentiality is essential and results are intended to be 
exclusively for the individual teacher or group of colleagues on 
a course. ;

r
Two case studies illustrate the ways in ii*ich the student feedback 
package can be utilized. The first involved an Individual teacher 
who had recently taken over responsibility for a unit within an 
applied science course, comprising lecture and laboratory based 
sessions. The overall course effectiveness questionnaire was 
modified to suit the current terminology and the teaching situation 
of ther course. The evaluation indicated general satisfaction with 
the lecture based section of the unit but concern with the laboratory 
sessions. This concern was probed by means of a questionnaire 
seeing more detailed information on student reactions to the 
laboratory sessions in general and followed subsequently by the use 
of a short feedbadc instrument which students completed in relation 
to eacdj session and returned to the tutor at the same time as the 
experiment notes. The teacher now provides detailed notes on the 
objectives of each laboratory class and the association of 
experiments with the lecture material and this is discnissed at some 
length at the beginning of each session, and the re-planning of the

unit has been influenced by the exercise.

The second case study involved a team of colleagues teaching one
year of an applied science course in the Polytechnic. A revised
form of the overall course effectiveness questionnaire was
administered in class and, with the agreement of both students and
teachers, the results were presented at the departmental staff-
student forum. Previous meetings had been noted for the irrelevant
and low-level discussion, with staff disinterested and students 
speaking individually and not expressing
representative views. The evaluation provided a directly relevant 
focus for discussion and each of the main issues were debated at 
some length, some criticisms were accepted while in relation to 
others, teachers were able to justify and explain their position.
The consensus of the meeting was that the evaluation provided the 
basis for a level of discussion which previous meetiigs had totally 
failed to achieve.

These two case studies illustrate possible user models for the 
student feedback padcage developed at Trent Polytechnic. The system 
has been tested in a variety of disciplines and in differing types 
and levels of courses in the Polytechnic and elsewhere and in no 
cases were the procedures identical. The management benefits of 
standardisation as well as the value of rigorously tested 
instruments, are lost, to some extent,,in the evaluation model which 
was adopted. The main benefits which do Krue from this approach 
include the use of instruments directly pertinent to the teaching 
situation in question, a consequent feeling of commitment and 
enthusiasm among both teachers and students, a flexible programme 
which allows for specific issues to be followed up as they arise and 
the personal control which the individual teacher maintains over
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the whole operation.

Concern about the use of instruments without the rigorous 
validation programme which is normally applied to student feedback 
questionnaires resulted; in the development of simple techniques to 
enable teachers to undertake a degree of.simple validation of the 
questionnaires they intend to use which is not time consuming or 
dependent upon external assistance. These procedures include small 
group discussions with students about each question, asking students 
to redefine each question in writing to determine consistency in 
perception, a similar procedure based on taped verbalisation of 
student responses and interpretations of each question and a 
validation situation based on the pairing of respondents by; %*iich 
one student records the main features of his partner’s verbalised 
reactions to questions. These procedures are not intended to 
replace more rigorous conventional validations but offer the busy 
teacher an expedient way of avoiding some of the pitfalls associated 
with the construction of student feedback instruments.

which, while not unique, suggest that student evaluation is not 
dead and should not be dismissed completely without the careful 
consideration of alternative approaches.

Tom Baum
Centre for Educational Research
Trent Polytechnic
Nottingham
England

■This paper is a response to the widespread criticism which has been 
levelled against the use of student evaluation of teaching in 
higher education. Many of the concerns expressed are justified in 
terms of some current practice in the f ield. The intention of this 
paper has been to illustrate attempts in Britain to overcome some 
of the undoubted problems associated with student evaluation. The 
Nadeau criticisms of student evaluation, referred to earlier, have 
only limited applicability to the work described in this paper. 
Undoubtedly, however, the British projects will elicit a different 
order of criticism in their own right. The schemes described are 
toy no means flawless but they certainly represent initiatives
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FEEDBACK ON TEACHING''f 80ME CA8E S^ I B S
FROM PART-TIME AND SHORT COURSES 

T o m  B a u m  *

ï'rom
— — T-T'

Bulletin of Educat
ional Research,

Number 18, Winter 
1979-80.

"Sducatlotî Improves Your Life" parades an advertising appendage to the postage 
frankirtg inaohine used hy a Minnesota State University. This may be so.
But like Mo many other social and health services in this country, education is 
currently- facing the consequences of economic recession in the form of 
stringent èut-backs and even closures. Tliis is true at all levels but 
partioulairly so at the tertiary level, where courses at the university, 
polytechnic and further education level must be seen as particularly vulnerable.

An inevitable consequence of this situation is the increased level of 
accountability with which teachers will be faced, both by tlie economic demands 
of their êiployers and the "consumer" concerns of their students. The teacher 
may have td justify his methods and general approach to teaching and will be 
less able |o maintain the "splendid isolation" within his classroom which has 
been a traditional prerogative in tliia country. Botli as a response to external 
presaure aÜd, hopefully, as a means of improving his own professional 
perfjxmahdë) the teacher may seek feedback from all available sources on his 
teactiing, by- systematic evaluation of his own impressions, by reference to 
colleague^ Or by use of student opinion. Within the main stream of tertiary 
education* developments in this field are fairly well advanced and I have 
documented Ispects of them recently elsewhere.t However, work which is of 
relevance #  the part-time and short course situation, with its undoubtedly 
differing dëmands, is exceedingly limited although the problems faced by this 
sector are Similarly acute ; indeed, it is arguable that it is jus t these areas 
which are niBst vulnerable to contemporary developments and where the issue of 
accountability may well loom largest.

'"i

During the period 1976-79, the author worked on a Student Feedback Project at 
Trent Polytechnic. The main purpose of the project was to develop techniques 
and materials to enable teachers to facilitate improved communication with 
their studehta on the full-time courses. However, a spin off during the project 
was involvement with a number of part-time and short courses, in which the purpose 
and format of the feedback exercises were very different. The intention of this

 ̂Tom tS on tAg sto/y of t%g gdwoottonoZ TeoAnoTog^ Wiit, U7stgr Po7ptgoAni:o.
Po W08 September 7P7P o /feseoroA Assoofotg ot tAg Cgntrg /hr Fjwoati:oMo7
R e b e a v a h ,  Ix^ent P o t y t e o h n i o j  w h e f e  t h e  s t u d y  T e p o v t e d  h e r e  w a s  u y i d e v t a k e n .

t Baum, T-. , Feeback on Teaching lnsSBa»adaapg in British 
Centre for Educational Research, Trent Polytechnic, 1978.
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paper is to describe three of these initiatives so as to indicate possible 
approaches to obtaining and using feedback for the teacher on part-time or 
short courses. Fundamental to the project in general were the beliefs 
that information a teacher obtains should be exclusive to him and his 
students, that the procedures should be simple and that the usage should be 
df a formative rather than a summative nature.

Iri many respects, part-time and short courses have similar features and 
pdse like teaching problems to normal full-time courses. Approaches to 
teaching are similar and the aims of the courses include a similar wide 
disparity. However, there are crucial differences. The characteristics of 
tlië student body will tend to differ from those normally to be expected on a 
full-time course and it is reasonable to suppose that Utie motivation and 
raison d'etre of the students will likewise have less in common with students 
in general than with the colleagues in the work situation where most of them 
nd&ally operate. Teachers on part-time or short courses have less 
opiiortunity to establish a worldLng relationship with their students, and 
cohsequently problems are less readily identified or ironed out. It is 
be Pause of tlaese differing conditions that feedback exercises were undertaken 
which vary in a number of respects from tliose which m i ^ t  have operated 
with full-time courses.

Thé first example involved a two year in-service course for teachers in 
further education. The particular unit was taught in a number of blocks 
during the first year, alternating with other options on the weekly course 
afternoons. When faced witti tliia somewhat disjointed programme, tlie 
teabher contacted the author with a view to initiating some form of feedback 
exercise as part of the course. Tlie idea was in part intended to assist 
thé teacher himself in identifying some of the problems which his students 
facbd while at tile same time focusing the attention of the students 
(practising teachers, remember) on ways in which feedback on teaching can 
be Sought and acted upon. The first step was the administration of a 
fairly general questionnaire about the course w M c h  was completed 
andriymously. The results, fairly favourable, were discussed extensively 
by teacher, students and the author and alternative approaches to the 
collection of information, especially with smaller groups, were discussed.
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Paxtictilax interest was shown in self-assessment check lists and in peer 
evaluation, soliciting the co-operation of a colleague to comment on teaching 
sessions. The students were encouraged to try out these techniques as well 
as modified versions of the questionnaires developed during tlie project with 
their own classes. These exercises were of mixed success but served the 
purpose, of identifying possible feedback procedures to the students. The 
long-tërm value to tlie students cannot be anticipated; if at all, this will 
be reflected in the future classroom operation of these teachers. From the 
point bf view of the teacher, the main value was in the improved communication 
about the teaching process which followed the initial procedure, manifested 
in a willingness to discuss probelms and to question approaches.

The sedond example involved a part-time day-release course for mining 
teoimidians. The course is of a fairly low-level, academically, and the 
avaragd age of the students is about 17. Interest in the course was fairly 
low, aithou^ attendance, being compulsory,-was good. The senior tutor 
responsible for the course sou^t the author's advice about tliis problem and 
it wad decided to administer a questionnaire relating to that particular 
teacheh^a lectures and their usefulness to the students' work experience.
Tlie responses were, as anticipated, fairly mixed but the student group undertook 
the exdicise with interest and seeming enthusiasm. Discussions with the author 
confirmed this; tliey were pleased to be consulted and claimed that the exercise 
was important in breaking barriers between themselves and the teacher. They 
were keen to see the procedure undertaken by other teachers. Tliis in fact 
occurred later in the course. The procedure did much to facilitate 
commun!dation between the teachers and the student group althougii the 
information provided by the instruments themselves was relatively of less 
signifiddnce.

The third case study relates to a tliree day course for practising social 
workers who were to supervise students during their field-work experience.
The groUti were mature and familiar with the practical environment in which they 
operatedÎ The course was intended to equip them better as teachers, and was 
deliberately activity-based witti little formal input from lecturing staff.
Tlrxe two course teachers aouglit on-going evaluation to enable them to structure 
tmd replan each section of the course in the light of what had occurred to date.
In addition, the purpose was to familiarise the students with some of the processes 
of evaluation, of which much of tlieir supervision activities would consist.
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Thüs part of the emphaaia was to suggest evaluation criteria of a systematic 
nature to them so that "off the cuff" judgements might he avoided.

Thë procedure, consequently, involved a number of stages so as to satisfy the 
various intentions. The first step asked students to list the qualities and. 
aspects of performance which they would seek to evaluate in their supervisor's 
performance; this was undertaken prior to the .first teaching session. The 
reslilts of tills exercise were summarised and discussed by tlie group, with the 
tutbrs suggesting tlieir own priorities. At the close of the first and second 
dàÿ-B, tlie students were asked to complete a "Daily Evaluation Schedule", which 
sodght information on the day's activities, on the content balance and tlie 
effectiveness of the programme. This information was summarised "overnight" 
and provided for the teachers planning the next day's session and for discussiol 
betifeen tutors and students to clarify points of concern. Finally a 
ooniprehensive end-of-oourse evaluation was undertaken which included reference 
back to the original priorities identified by the students. This was followed 
by hn extensive discussion period between students, tutors and the author.
Thld brougdit out tlie interesting point that the students were suffering from 
"ëyâluation fatigue", that tlie course had been over-evaluated for its short 
duration. This is a consideration which must be borne in mind when 
instituting feedback procedures on short courses. However, in the context of 
tliië exercise, the extent of evaluation was justified by its educational 
purpose. Tlie procedure was of considerable value to the teachers in 
identifying useful strategies for incorporation in the next stage of the course 
and in future courses.

Theëb tliree brief case studies are intended as examples of possible feedback 
techhiques on part-time and short courses. Lack of apace has prevented inclusl 
of More empirical details and the result is a largely descriptive paper. The 
models outlined are unlikely to be directly appropriate to other educational 
contexts but are intended to be idea provoking. Even if no structured 
procedures are adopted, teachers can only benefit from awareness of how tilings 
are ^ i n g  on a course and this is equally true of the tutor on a part-time or 
short course as of his colleague teaching in "main-stream" tertiary education, 
in wliich formalized procedures are more commonplace.



OPINION
Reference Lists for Students

T. Baum, Ulster Polytechnic

A bstract: The paper considers an area by  and large 
neglected by  research. Students depend to  a large ex ten t 
on bibliographical reference lists for the  m aterial which is 
used during independent study. Therefore, how  such lists 
are draw n up  and the d ifferent uses to  which they  m ay be 
p u t should receive considerably m ore a tte n tio n  than  is

norm ally the case. The paper identifies a num ber of 
different kinds o f such lists and considers a num ber of 
strategies which teachers can ad o p t to  enable students to 
use them  in the m ost effective m anner. These are based on 
in tu ition  and experience gained from  a  lim ited  study of 
examples; the need for m ore effective research is argued.

Most courses require some reference to prin ted  and 
other source material as an integral part of the 
students’ learning experience. Frequently, such 
references are to textbooks or set course books 
b u t may well include items of a m ore specialist 
nature as well as nonbook media. To assist 
students in coping with the inform ation explosion 
which has occurred in m ost subject areas, teachers 
provide source lists which are intended to  enable 
students to  use their study time with the optim um  
efficiency. Such booklists or other source lists 
will vary considerably according to  the type of 
course in question, the use to  which the material 
will be pu t and the teaching strategies operative 
on the course. Some examples of the type of 
reference lists which may be provided for students 
and others are listed below:

(a) formal reading lists for syllabuses, course 
submissions (e.g. CNAA), etc. Such lists 
assist intending students and external bodies 
in determining the emphasis of the course. 
They are unlikely to be revised frequently 
and may be used by libraries and bookshops 
to  assist with ordering;

(b) formal reference lists given to students at the 
start of a course. These lists may be similar 
to  (a) above bu t more frequent revision is 
possible. Primarily, they are intended to 
assist students with book purchasing etc. 
and to provide a résumé of the topics to be 
covered. Indeed, such lists may be combined 
with a ‘p o tted ’ course syllabus;

(c) detailed reference lists for specific units or 
topics on the course. These will frequently 
aim to indicate to  students the breadth of 
available material and students will no t be 
expected to  refer to all items;

(d) copies of published bibliographies from 
books and other sources. These serve a 
similar function to (c) above b u t may suffer 
from a lack of discrimination in content;

(e) reference lists for specific essays, projects, 
etc., both individual and group;

(f) supplem entary items or amendments made 
in lectures or seminars.

These examples do n o t exhaust the possibilities 
and they are by no means m utually exclusive. The 
purpose for which a reference list is intended will 
determine the content and style of its presentation 
and no hard and fast rules can, realistically, be 
made. The intention of this paper is to indicate 
some guidelines which may be of assistance to those 
preparing reference lists. They are n o t listed in any 
order of priority and any can be followed or 
rejected as the teacher sees fit.

1. Reference lists can be divided into sections 
containing general and more specific items.

2. I t is also helpful to  students to  subdivide 
lists by subject or them e to  enable them  to 
identify references in the area currently 
under consideration.

3. I t  is frequently helpful to give students some 
idea of the importance of the listed material 
to the course. Some system of indicating 
priority is useful, either by dividing the list 
into sections headed ‘essential’, ‘useful’ and 
‘other material’ or by, for example, starring 
items:
* * * essential to  purchase;
* * essential to  refer to, desirable to

purchase b u t n o t essential;
* useful for reference;

[no star] useful supplem entary material.
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Any system adopted should be explained, in 
detail, to students. This system accepts the 
fact tha t few students will follow up all the 
references which they are given and will go 
some way to  ensuring th a t they do refer to 
those items which are m ost im portant.

4. Where purchase of the book or o ther material 
is recommended, some approxim ate indi
cation of price is helpful to students. When 
this is very high, an alternative, cheaper item 
may be suggested.

5. I t is also helpful to indicate where books may 
be purchased, giving alternatives if copies are 
in short supply.

6. Where purchase is n o t essential, b u t frequent 
or occasional reference is, it can greatly 
assist students to  indicate where the item 
may be found, e.g. college or public libraries. 
Class numbers, where available, can also be 
helpful as can some indication of the num ber 
of copies available.

7. If the item  is difficult to  obtain — for 
example, ou t of p rin t or an American 
publication — and can only be obtained 
through libraries, it can be of considerable 
assistance to students to  place copies (even 
your own personal copy, if necessary) on 
short-term  counter loan in the library.

8. Inter-library loans can be suggested for un
available material b u t this is n o t advisable if a 
large num ber of students will be seeking the 
same book.

9. If students do experience difficulty in ob
taining material, the answer may be to  make 
multiple photocopies of the m ost im portant 
chapters or sections available on short-term  
loan. If copyright laws are likely to  be 
infringed, permission to  do this should be 
obtained.

10. In the last resort, the unavailabEity of a par
ticular item may necessitate the recommend
ation of an alternative and more available 
book.

11. It is advisable to provide reasonable detail 
about the publisher, date, etc., especially 
where more than one edition may be avail
able. Likewise, journal references should 
contain all necessary detail and it is helpful 
to check these out personally, especially 
when references are obtained from  published 
bibliographies. Errors in volume number, 
year, etc. are fairly common and can cause 
considerable frustration to  students.

12. There is no intrinsic value to a very long 
reference list. I t may well sidetrack students 
and keep them away from  the m ost im portant 
items or alternatively may frighten some off. 
It might well be more profitable to refer 
enthusiastic students to  good published bib

liographies or to  encourage them  to  use the 
various indexing and abstract systems which 
are available. In particular, where independent 
research for essays etc. is dem anded, the 
published abstracts are of considerable value 
as timesavers and to enable students to 
widen the scope of their inquiry. In some 
cases, use of com puterized systems, such as 
DIALOG, may be justified.

13. Some lim ited abstracting or annotation can 
frequently be justified in the booklists pre
pared by teachers. This is time-consuming 
bu t none the less valuable. Such annotation 
need be no more than the identification of 
the m ost im portant sections or chapters in 
the book b u t can give a m ore general 
indication as to  the value of the publication. 
For example, a book might take a very dated 
view of a particular issue b u t be of value as a 
historical docum ent in its own right. I t  can 
be useful to  po in t this out. Some annotations 
can be hum orous b u t care should be taken 
to avoid trivialization.

14. It is frequently desirable to  supplem ent or 
update reference lists by mentioning addition
al items in class. Some indication should be 
given as to  the importance of the material. 
It is advisable to write details on the black
board or to  allow sufficient time for students 
to copy from  the book itself. Otherwise, con
fusion is likely to occur through misspelling 
of names and other misunderstandings.

15. Finally, it  is im portant to ensure th a t 
students realize tha t it is unlikely tha t the 
lists they are given present the sum to ta l of 
available material. They should be seen as a 
starting point for study and no t the param eter 
beyond which students cannot stray.

This paper considers the very im portant topic of 
bibliographical reference lists which are compiled 
for students. The arguments are based on in tuition 
and the study of an unrepresentative sample of 
examples of such lists. This is because the area 
appears to be one neglected by research w ith the 
consequence that teachers are operating in the dark 
when seeking to  compile bibliographies for their 
students. Standard works from the field of inform 
ation science will n o t necessarily be appropriate to 
the teaching context; this paper is no more than 
an a ttem pt to temporarily bridge the gap which 
research could fill more effectively. M ann’s defin
itive work on student usage of books does no t 
probe the ways in which references can be 
transm itted to students in the manner m ost bene
ficial to their learning. This is an area which 
requires extensive and urgent investigation. 
Reference
Mann, P. (1974) Students and Books. Routledge 
8c Kegan Paul, London.
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Validating Student 
Feedback Schedules 
to improve Teaching 
in Higher Education

TOM BAUM and MICHAEL BASSHY

The împrové|Tient of Caching in colleges and 
universities is one of the central concerns in 
contemporary higher education. While there is 
evidence of Interest in this area from the early 
post-war years/ the main impetus in Britain can be 
paralleled with the general expansion in higher 
education of the post-Robbins' and Hale' era. 
There Is evidence that similar developments In the 
United States preceded those in Britain and else
where by a number of years. Increasing interest in 
teaching improvement is clearly shown by the 
proliferation of journals In this area, the range and 
frequency of conferences throuÿiout the world, 
and the rapid increase In academic staff and 
specialized units with the central function to 
promote the Improvement of teaching.

However/ the current economic climate has cast 
a cloud oyer the optimistic explosion in specialized 
teaching Improvement personnel. Indeed, there Is 
evidence o f the closure of units and redeployment 
of staff,^ which suggests'that a radical reappraisal 
of. the possible agents for teaching Improvement 
will soon be necessary.; Having experienced the 
benefits pf full-time support and advice in teach I hg 
development, academic staff In Northern Ireland 
and elsewhere may find themselves dependent on 
their own resources and initiative in this'area. Of 
course, this Will have no effect on the suggested 80 
percent or 90 percent of academic staff who take 
little interest in teaching improvement, the "apa
thetic m ajo rl^” referred to by Mack,* but for the 
remainder it may prove a testing and disheartening 
time. They are likely to have to fall back on their 
ovyn endeavors and initiatives so as to  maintain 
attempts a t improving their own teaching,

Knapper* has . argued that, generally speaking, 
attempts at improving teaching necessitate some 
form of feedback on the pedagogic process to the

; individual teacher. This can take a variety of forms", ' 
including intuitive self-assessment, structured self- 
assessment, specialized researcher/staff develop
ment person assessment, peer assessment, head of 
department/senior colleague assessment, and stu
dent assessment All teachers monitor their own 
work in some form, even if it is only In the form of 
" tha t did not go too badly today; perhaps I was 
not quite clear enough on the final point.” Other 
forms of feedback are used in various ways and are 
formalized to differing extents.

The use of student feedback In teaching has 
increased considerably over the past few years in 
Britain, despite concern about its validity and the 
use to which Information will be put. However, the 
latter concern has not been justified in this country 
because student feedback has not been used in 
promotion and tenure decisions, as has been the 
case elsewhere. Indeed, the general practice has 
been to develop student evaluatory mechanisms for 
what Knapper' has described as "supportive feed- 
back” for the improvement of teaching. The use of 
instruments developed and validated on a large 
scale has been fairly extensive,® both within their 
"hom e” institutions and elsewhere. However, far 

• more frequent is the development and use of 
feedback schedules by individual staff members 
who are seeking information about a particular 
teaching unit or course. They may use or adapt one 
of the instruments validated on a large scale but, 
more frequently, they operate by common sense 
and intuition, quickly listing a series of pertinent 
questions to suit their specific needs. These are 

^h en  rapidly typed up, reproduced on a Xerox 
machine, and given to  students without prior 
attempts to validate them in any extensive way. 
Indeed, to attem pt meaningful, research-type vali
dation of such instruments would be beyond the 
resources or inclination o f  any teacher who is 
seeking rapid feedback on his or her work.

In view of the trends in support for teaching 
improvement in higher education, noted earlier in 
this .article, teachers may Increasingly have to 
initiate their own feedback programs and, conse
quently, will be faced with problems as to  the 
validity and applicability of the instruments they 
design. Clearly, conventional research validation, 
involving extensive piloting and pretesting opera
tions, is not appropriate to the teacher designing an 
instrument for limited use with a particular group 
or small number of groups of students. The work 
on student feedback instruments with which I have 
been involved has suggested four simple proce
dures, any of "which may be adopted by the busy 
teacher to attem pt some meaningful validation of a 
student feedback instrument. They should not be 
seen as replacements for normal and more thor
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ough validation procedures but as a pragmatic " 
answer to the situation where, in most cases, no . 
attem pt at validation Is made at all.

Four Suggested Validation Procedures
Undoubtedly, the most essential aspect relating 

to the validity of student feedback instruments is 
the meaning which respondents attach to  the 
questions. If any variation is evident in the 
meaning which students attach to any o f the 
questions, the responses to that particular question 
are valueless. Therefore, the four procedures all 
relate to this particular aspect of validity.

1. This approach is one frequently adopted 
during general instrunyent-validation procedures.’ 
The teacher selects a small number of students, 
perhaps including among them some of the more 
and less able representatives of the group. He or 
she then discusses each question in detail with 
them individually so as to  ascertain their percep-. 
tions a s . to the meaning of the questions and to 
identify arty other problems which may occur 
during the Completion of the schedule. This proce
dure was Used extensively by Clarke* during the 
validation of his student feedback schedule.

2. This (procedure Involves a validity test during 
the first rUrt of the schedule with a class of 
students. While responding to  each item on the 
questionnaire, students are requested to rewrite the 
original question in their own words on a separate 
sheet of paper. This re-definition process has been 
tried out successfully and enables any disparity in 
interpretation or ambiguity in the questions to be 
identified. Students can also be asked to note »ny. 
other problems or uncertainties they have with the 
questions. This procedure is of limited use if the 
schedule Is intended for a single run, but even then 
it can identify any questions where caution may be 
necessary in interpreting results.

3. th is  procedure irivolves the selection of a 
small group of students, for testing purposes. The 
group is divided into pairs, and one of the two 
students is àsked to complete the questionnaire at 
hand. However, he or she is required to try to 
verbalize his or her thoughts while responding to 
each question. Thus, he or she would read the 
question aioud and respond to any problems 
encountered with i t  He or she may rephrase it, 
make disparaging comments about it and then 
verbalize reasons for answering in the manner he or 
she does. The second student is required to act ks a 
scribe, jotting down the most important features of 
the colleague's "continuous stream of conscious
ness" so that the main problems can be identified.

4. This procedure is similar to No. 3. HbweVer, 
instead of employing a student as scribe, the 
responding student is required to record on tape

his or her verbalized reactions to the questions. 
The use of a language laboratory may be helpful In 
this. The teacher need not attem pt lengthy and 
detailed transcription of the tapes but can listen to 
each, jotting down the salient points raised by the 
students. This method is more time-consuming for 
the teacher than No. 3 above, but it ensures that 
Important points are not omitted.

Conclusion
The four procedures described above do not 

provide a substitute for comprehensive validation 
of questionnaires where this Is possible. They all 
suffer from evident weaknesses, but their main 
virtue is to provide the busy teacher, who wishes to 
devise his or her own student feedback schedule or 
to adapt another questionnaire, with simple and 
easily manageable validation so that some o f  the 
m ost serious flaws in the instrument can be 
eliminated. These are clearly not the only methods 
available; for example, discussions with colleagues 
can also prove useful in identifying some problems. 
The intention of this article is to suggest proce
dures in the hope that these or alternatives will 
becôme more widely used during the development 
of the many sniall-scale probes into student reac
tions to teaching and courses which are undertaken 
by teachers in higher education. : □
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DO-IT-YOURSELF EVALUATION OF TEACHING

Here are the_tp.ols^ let dn Ehm wnrk!
Student evaluation of teaching is one of the major topics for research, 
development and general debate within the context of staff/faculty d e - * 
velopment in higher education. Reference to but one annual conference

I 2
for the years 1979 and 1980, the 5th and 6th International Conferences 
on Improving University Teaching, indicates the extent of this concern 
on both sides of the Atlantic as well as elsewhere. Likewise, ,it is 
indicated by Flood-Page's^ ( 1474- ) monograph which refers to the inden- : 
tification of over 2000 references in the United States alone on thishï|| 
particular topic. The approaches which are described vary consider
ably according to the cultural, academic and particular institutional 
contexts from which they originate, but appear to be characterized 
by prescription in terms of

a) the objectivés of thé evaluation;
b) the criteria for success or otherwise of the evaluation;
c) the use to which the findings can be put ;
d) the procedures to be followed in undertaking the evaluation.

In some cases, the guidelines offered are fairly specific; in others V l p  
, various options may be given with regard to implementation (how, who,,: 
when etc.), interpretation ( by who, for what purpose) and subsequent 
action (teacher, teacher and colleagues, teacher and superior, admin
istrator etc.). However, the general ethos of these evaluation tech- Li® 
niques seems to be summed up by the subtitle above, "Hère are the LS’ÏÎ 
tools, let them do the work I " The consequence of this s tructured 
approach to student eveluation, is that models of application are

4-characterized by similarity, allowing projects such as IDEA to acc
umulate data bases of results from over 2million student respondents.
It is perhaps inevitable that their experience of extensive research ,'@0 
development and testing, should persuade those working on student



evaluation projects to prescribe operational models; after all, not 
to do so may be seen as neglect, prevarication or incompetence. How
ever, experience of working on a student evaluation of teaching pro
ject has led the author to question whether it is not this very pre
scription which has hindered the credible use of such instruments 
and has resulted in some of the scepticism which exists regarding 
their employment' on both political and educational grounds?

Here are the plans, now make yourself the tools I
The student evaluation project with which the author was involved

cat Trent Polytechnic, Nottingham , was initiated with fairly pre
scriptive notion^s to how and in what situations it should be em
ployed. An initial inquiry into teaching and learning in the instit
ution showed clearly that there existed considerable diversity in the 
perceptions of students and their teachers regarding the function
ing of courses. Such "gaps" were evident on all courses but no 
general characteristics of these differences could be extrapolated; 
they varied significantly in kind and extent according to the,partic
ular courses. Furthermore, the comments of respondents clearly in
dicated that both students and teachers answered questions in the 
light of their immediate situation and, therefore, that responses 
had little or no summative validity.
A tenet of the project was that such divergent perceptions, constit
uting a communications "gap", were to the detriment of optimum teach
ing and learning effectiveness on a course. Most of the problems 
which a student evaluation exercise will bring to light are most 
effectively dealt with through a genuine dialogue between teacher 
and students. However, teaching situations in higher education do 
not always allow for such dialogue; classes may be too large to;ob
tain any but the most forceably expressed opinions/ the teacher may



only meet"a group infrequently or operate from another department 
in a servicing capacity and, consequently, find it difficult to 
gain useful rapport with the student group. In these situations, a 
"pen and paper" instrument may act as a facilitator to discussion, 
it may be an "ice-breaker" to enable students and teacher to discuss 
issues of mutual concern. It may also give the student body a feeling 
of involvement and interest in the organization and teaching of their 
course which, in itself, may be no bad thing. This approach to the 
use of FEED-BACK on teaching, combined with optimum emplyment of 
FEED-IN information- details of course content, objectives, taeching 
methods, use of resources, assessment methods etc. given to students-
may enable a genuinely effective two-way communication to be estab- ; 
lished in relation to teaching and learning.
This thinking resulted in the writing of an "ideas" booklet, Comm- 
unication about Communication , subtitled "ways of improving learn
ing by stimulating communication between teachers and students about 
the educational processes in which they are engaged". The booklet 
contains ideas for the provision of FEED-IN information but is pre
dominantly concerned with the promotion of FEED-Back on teaching.
Six brief questionnaires are included in the booklet, designated 
draft schedules. They are intended for use by a teacher himself or 
in collaboration with teaching colleagues, as is made clear in the 
introduction:

A tenet of our approach is that the questions suggested 
are for teachers themselves to ask and not for adminis
trators and others to use for purposes of evaluating 
courses or teachers. The questions are not designed for • 
research investigations either. Their purpose is to im
prove communication between teachers and students.

The schedules cover various teaching/learning activities which,are
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coramon to higher education, comprising:
1

ii
iii
iv

V

vi

an overall "Course Effectiveness Questionnaire"; 
a "Lecture Evaluation Schedule"; 
a "Seminar Evaluation Schedule"; 
an "Essay Writing Evaluation Schedule"; 
a "Practical Class Evaluation Schedule"; 
an "Examination Evaluation Schedule".

7Such division is not unique. Furthermore, there are other aspects of 
teaching and learning which might warrant investigation on some 
courses; the overall approach can easily be adapted to comply with 
such requirements. Indeed, it is categorically stated that the sched? 
ules may be employed as they stand or may be adapted, extended or 
completely re-written to suit the particular requirements of the 
course in question. Where appropriate, teachers were able to reject 
completely the schedules as contained in the booklet and draft an 
alternative to suit their specific needs. By undertaking such re- 
visison, a purpose had been achieved in itself, namely to create 
an awareness of the potential value of such instruments and to stim- 
■ulate interest in their use. Clearly a problem can arise with regard 
to the validity of such instruments, particularily in respect of 
aspects such as ambiguity of wording. A number of simple tech
niques were developed to cater for such problems which can be under
taken by teachers themselves in relatively little time. These are 

8described elsewhere .
Communication about Communication was sent to all academic staff 
in the institution. While some adaptation and variation was antic
ipated, a general model for use was suggested to teachers. This in
volved use of the "Course Effectiveness Questionnaire" as a general 
"pulse-taking" exercise, to determine whether or where particular 
problems,relating to the course,lay.subsequently, more detailed
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information about specific areas could be sought, either utilizing 
the other S'chedules or ones designed specifically. This model was 
implicit in tkhe design of the booklet and the expectation was that 
many participating staff would follow it- a case of "Here are the 
tools, let them do the work".
However, in practice the model was but infrequently adopted in its 
entirity and it was soon evident that the booklet promoted interest 
among staff for a wide variety of reasons, which had not been an-  ̂

ticipated when the aims of the exercise were identified. They are 
broadly consistent with the concept of facilitating communication 
but each have their own characteristics and motivations. Reasons * 
for use of Communication about Communication included:

a) as a training device and awareness exercise for junior 
staff. A senior course tutor in a specialized, technical 
department expressed concern about a course in which stu
dent interest and staff commitment appeared to be low.
Junior staff were strongly encouraged to employ techniq
ues suggested in the book , both to encourage student 
interest and as a means of creating awareness about their 
own teaching. Teacher-feedback on this exercise was pos
itive and led to further work with that department.
b) as a technique for getting to know a group of students.
A teacher operating in a service capacity utilized an amal
gam of the course effectiveness and lecture schedules 
early in a course to encourage discussion and interest 
from a group of students with whom communication appeared
strained. Where this initiative differs from the anticipated . 
model is that administration took place at a time when 
useful comments about the course could not really be 
expected; it was too early. The results of the question-

 1__



naire were of little interest to the teacher although 
he utilized them to initiate discussion with the group.
c) as a means of assisting course review prior to a Coun-' 
ci 1 for National Academic Awards visitation. The results 
of this exercise were kept internal to the course team 
and not presented to CNAA. It was used as part of a wider 
strategy to identify problems and issues relating to the' 
existing course so that they could be considered in the 
preparation of the re-submission to CNAA.
d) as a means of identifying problems in a course for which 
responsibility had recently been taken. In this instance,
a teacher took over responsibility for a laboratory class 
at the start of an academic year and had no opportunity 
to alter content or practice from the previous year. He 
undertook a detailed experiment-by-experiment evaluation 
of the course and its parallel lecture course on theory 
so as to enable him to develop a linked and coherent 
course compatible with his own ideas and philosophy.
e) to identify weak points in lecturing style. This fairly 
conventional use of a schedule was undertaken by a teacher , 
whose native language is not English. He wished to iden
tify particular aspects of his lecturing on which to con*- 
centrate particular attention. He also had the secondary 
purpose of improving rapport with the student group by ' 
being seen to acknowledge his difficulties
f) to assist in the introduction of evaluation and assess
ment concepts. This was the most unexpected use of Comm- 
unication about Communication. It involved a three day 
course for practicing social workers who were to supervise

_____
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and assess students during their field-work practice.
Regular evaluatory exercises, verbal as well as "pen and _
paper" were undertaken so as to introduce concepts and
pitfalls relating to evaluation of performance and self-;
evaluation of teaching. This example has been described

Qin more detail elsewhere;.
g) to promote similar "self-review" among practicing tea
chers . The booklet was used during an in-service course . 
for teachers as a means of introducing feedback techniq
ues to them. They were encouraged to undertake such exer
cises within their,own institutions, either through use 
of materials in the booklet, other available schedules 
or instruments developed for their own situation. The ex- 
ercise also provided course tutors with an evaluation of , ^
their own activities.

Conclusions
It is evident that the actual uses which were made of Communication 
about Communication included some examples which show considerable . 
divergance from the intentions and expectations which were origin-:,' 
ally identified. This may well be the case with many student evaIq
nation projects but the literature concentrates on the majority -
and conforming cases and not on the exceptions. The project report- 
ed here was relatively loosely formulated and therefore divergent 
initiatives were of considerable interest, easy to accomodate and 
fully encouraged. This experience suggests that teachers directly 
concerned with courses to be evaluated could have greater invol- " 
vement in the aims, strategies and consequences of such evaluations; 
it may well be that their requirements conflict with the expectations 
of the researchers. In such cases, it is arguable that teacher v
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wishes should prevail. On the debit side, generalizations and norms relating 
to particular instruments cannot be drawn with much certainty if consistency 
in context and administration is not maintained. It is the authors belief 
that such generalization is of little value in any case, to the teacher and 
is of fairly dubious validity. The benefits of greater flexibility and 
increased teacher involvement tiirough ''made-to-measure'' evaluation exercises would 
seem to out-weigh the disadvantages. Clearly, further investigation and trial - , 
with this flexible approach to evaluation is required in other institutional 
contexts before its value can be confirmed.
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