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The Rating Scale (see below) .used in this study has been uaed for a
number of years by the College of Agriculture and the Department of
Chemistry at Oklahoma State University. The scale bq been utll1aed
several times by the Department of Chemistry in an attempt to Improve
the quality of instruction in chemistry. ThIs is a report of one lnItance
of use.

For present purposes, the seale was admlnlatered to cla88e8 in begin
ning chemistry with the teaching assistant absent. The students were
asked to check the point on each Une which best described the behavior
of the teaching assistant. In addition they were told, "When you have
completed the front page, tum the sheet over and write as you choose,
enlarging upon and adding to the material on the front. Use your own
honest judgment." SCales were filled out by aU students In beglDnlng
chemistry at the end of the first sell\ester, 8 and 9 January 19M. These
became a part of the data for this study.

It must be recognized that the Items on the lines are not "scalable"
(Sherif and Sherif, 1956), not necessarily equal, and, tor some respond
ents, do not even represent a continuum. More precisely, these are ommal
and not interoal scales (Van Dalen, 1962). This necessitates an analylis
that does not involve a mean. The procedure used was to establish a
breakpoint-to divide the scales Into two parts: those positive tor ac
ceptable teaching behavior, and those items generally indicative of poor
teaching.

This division called tor SUbjective judgment as to what Ia proper
teaching behavior. Thirteen individuals were asked to divide the scales
subjectively: four were undergraduates, two were graduate students,
two were teaching assistants participating In this research, and tour
were chemistry staff members. Their common judgment was then used
to detennine the breakpoints; if there was a divergence of opinion, the
most plausible breakpoint was located subjectively.

The breakpoints were placed at the division point between scale posi
tions , and 8 for scales numbered ~, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 1", and 15; and be
tween scale positions ~ and .. for scales numbered 1, I, .., 10, 11, 18, and
14 through eo.

Next, student ratings for each assistant were summarized. If 10%
of the responses were below the breakpoint, the item was lilted u a
problem for that teacher. If 25% of the responses were below the break
POint, the Item was marked as a major problem.

Material from the back of the rating scale form (elicited trom stUdents
asked to enlarge upon or add to the material on the scale) wu analyzed
by using a type ot item analysis similar to procedures used in anthrop
ology and called "Participant Observation" (Becker and Geer, 1960).
EsSentially the adaptation ot this procedure con.slsted of ll8Ung the stu

,dents' statements in their own words. Usually, the tlnt occurrence of a
statement was generalized; subsequent recurrences were coded u dupU.

Ications of the fIr8t whenever meanings seemed to overlap. A count was
i rnade of the total number making each response. When summaries were
Idel-eloped for a total group of teachera, the problema were reanalyzed
and similar statements combined. The importance of the problems wu
'determined by the number ot students votclng the criticism.

I The positive crltlc1tnDs (favorable respol1le8) foUDct In the written
CO'nment on the back of the forms were claultled .. criteria tor proper
~.chIDg behavior from the student viewpoint.
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Since the problems mentioned on the back of the sheet were re
called by the stUdents without any clues, it appeared that such material
was more credible than that derived from the structured scale.. Because
of th1a, all problems from the back of the sheet were Usted as proble1M
for a particular assistant when 1% of hl8 students mentioned them.

A summary was made of the major and minor problems from the
rating 8C81e for asa1atants teaching chemistry at Oklahoma State Univer
Sity for the year 1961-1962 and again for the year 1968-1964. On the
rating scales for the tfrst year, the most major and minor problelD8 were:

( 1) Lack of preparation for clau

(4) Lack of claao~n

(11) Much hesitation or meaniDp not clear--lnabl11ty to expreu
thought.
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(11) PreYIIleDce of cb.UnC OD enmtnatJDDa

(18) PenonaJ pecuJarltle8 that dI8tract

(11) ~ In padiDc

J'or teacJdng a.ul8taDta In the y.r 1M3-UHH, the moat major and
mJDor probJeJu were:

(2) Lack of lDterMt aad enthU8lUm In subject

(11) Lack of abUlty to expr.. thoucht

(18) DlatractlDg penonal manaerlm1&

No indication wu apparent concerning the reuon tor this 8h1tt ill
probleJu.

The following problem. were mentioned on the back of the tOI'DUl by1" of the .tudentl and, therefore, were coDlidered problem.:

DoeI not &ll8Wer Itudentl' queattoDl

DJatractI ltudenta with mannerllDll and speech difficulties

Un8ure of le1t-lacJuI confidence

Don not have the Interest of Itudenta at heart

Ta1Jg over headI of ltudentl-goe8 into detall too much

Prelentl material not relevant to course-Jack ot correlation with
leeture

ShowB favoriUmn

Lack of re8J)eCt of ltudentl

In the 1H3-1964 Itudy, the following tlve problema were the moat
Important student commentl on the back of the Iealea:

Kean1np not clear-doea not explaln fully

UnatJ8tactory communication techn1quu - enunetatlon poor, loW
spealdnc voice, handwriting poor

Laeka contldenee, appean Illy

InabWty to aroUie interut in studenll or Ihow8 an lmpel'llOnal at
titude

TaJka over headl of atu4entl

ThoUCh the methods of eomplJaUon of thue two ..tal of problems were
IIlahtly cUtferent. It will be noted that flve were Included for both years.

'1'hla Itu~ repr.-tI an attempt to 8Y8temaUse the anaIysla of data
eoUected by an lDatrument which might be UMd for the improvement of
eonep t~. TIle IIeI'loWlllell8, objectivity, and ln8lght of the ltudentl
wen lmp....ve. Compared with other 8OUI'C8II of data gathered at the
IUIle time, reepouee Ihowed hlP vaIldlty c:oncenaIDC c1uIroom behavior
of lDItrueton.
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