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The purpose of this study‘was two-fold' to :

'investigate the perceptions that undergraduate and senior

:fCitizen students ‘have: regarding what constitutes

'feffective instruction and to determine whether these

) perceptions differ between ‘the two groups.v

- /seventy-seven senior citizen students enrolled in

'.:non-credit courses during Spring Sessio;afor Seniors at-

?fthe UniVerSity of Alberta, Canada, weré”surveyed. |
’Eighty-four undergraduate students‘enrolled in regular

1f‘f"Spring Se/Sion credit courses acted as the study s

R lggmpar{%on group._ A four page questionnaire constructed
’bfor this research instructed students to rate the\\\ "

.importance of 15 identified characteristics of effective_i

—

ginstruction. .
| The data were analyzed uSing a Hotelling s Tz
'statistical procedure.' This anaIYSis of ‘data” indicated
\that _overall a significant ditference was found between
the perceptions of seniors and undergraduates.,‘However,.-

/

' N\s\\ig\ffamlnlng the d;fferences between the seniors and
1iundergraduates on each of the is character{stics of :
| effective instruction,'no difference ‘was found to beh
Statlstlcally Significant B The characteristics of ﬂfﬁ“

#

,‘effectitedépstruction that seniors identified -as being ﬂ

! f'V't
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most ﬁmportant iqgluded. the instructor s ability to

'stimulate or broaden student interest the instructor s

: knowledge of the subjeét matter, the instructor s
f‘communication skills, and the instructor's enthuSiasm

' '-about the subject matter.‘ The characteri(stics that the"
‘undergraduates identified as most 1mportaht 1ncluded
" the instructor s knowledge of the subject matter, the

‘ instructor s communication skills, and the instruétor s‘
‘lecturing and soeaking ability.~- "/T(ﬂ, | fg‘ ;
Implications for adult educatron are discussedvand;
| suggestions are made for future research in this field

: _ -
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CHAPTER I

' . INTRODUCTION

‘ Andragogy is a term that European adult educators
moined many decades ago to descrfbe the ‘technology of

adult education. Just as pedagogyﬂibfers to the art and

vscience of teaching children, andragogy refers to the art

‘and science of teaching adults.' 'Although andragogical,

learning theory has long been in ex15tence in: Europe, it
™,
was not until the late 1960 s that it was. first

FoaE

ﬁrecognized in North America. Through the efforts of .

Vo 2

“~Malcolm-Knowles, an American adult educator, the theory \\\

"that adults are different from youth as learners was

promoted in North America.

.Accordingato Knowles (1973, 1977), andragogy is™

based on four main assumptions about the characteristics
):'of adult learners that are different from the assumpgions
about child learners._ The. first assumption is that .as a
L person matures, his self concept changes from that of a
‘dependent personality toward that of a self directing
human being The second assumption is' that once the'

'lindividual matures, he accumulates a grow1ng reserVOir of

n experience that becomesv@ resource for learning The
next assumption is that as a person grows, his readiness

-to learn becomes more oriented to the developmental tasks

¢

i

.

o



“yof:hisWGOCialwroles.. The {inal assumption is that as the
person gatures, his tide perspective changes from that ofa
“delayed application of knowledge to that of immediate
a\plication, and thus his orientation toward 1earning
changes-from.one of subject-centeredneSS»to one of

problem-centeredness. |
: - ‘
. The nature of this" study is not to prove or disprove‘
lﬁhe theory that adults are different fr09 youth as

1earners.- This study 1s, however,,related to andragogy

"in a general sense and thus familiarity w1th thls :

w-learning theory is necessary.

Background to the Study | ‘»-.“‘._ -
‘Historioally, higherﬂeducation‘for adults has : o
‘generally geared'its'courses to suit the needs'of
traditional'stude;ts,”that'isg?adults.uho'devote
"themselves to ¥ull tinefstudyfin.order toyobtain a
‘diploma or degree.‘.Ahmovement—is ocourring at this time,
however, which is alterlng the face of higher education.j

Student demographics are changing due to-a dramatic

* >

\1ncrease 'in the number of older students taking part 1n

i

higher educatlon. As a result traditional students are

no longer making up the majority of the 1earn1ng force

(Graulich 1978). o
i . S -

-y
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According to the Carnegie go&nCil on Policy Studies
in Higher Education (1980), there Wlll be a 23% decline
in 18-24 year old students by 1997 and a 50% 1ncrease in,

.students zsjyears‘and oldér. ‘At the University of
Alberta a Similar trend islalready becoming evident. The.
University of Alberta s Summary of Statistics for 1986
indicates that 38% of its total univerSity enrollments o
were adults aged 25 years and over, as’ compared to 28% in'

1971. In terms of«senior students aged 60 ,Years ‘and o .

o &
- older, Univer51ty of Alberta enrollments in 1986 have

increased 24 fold as compared to enrollments in 1971.
This movement which many educators have termed “the~
graying of the campus" ‘can in part be attributed to

}trends in aging (Graulich( 1978) Due to a steady

' decline in fertility, coupled With the fact that people

‘are healthier and . liv1ng longer than ever before,
VCanada s demographic structure is changing Two age

groupS\ the young and the elderly, are beginning to move

in opp051te directions. The population of young people .

"is shrinking and the population~of elderly people is

"grow1ng rapidly According *to Statistics Canada (1984),,'H

’young people (aged 0 - 17 years) comprised 28% of the :
"population, while elderly people comprised 10% .
»Population progections suggest that by 2012, these

percentages w111 even out with both groups each making up 4



’fﬂi?%‘df’theprpulatioh}d If this trend continues, it is

'.'believed that by the'year 2031, elderly peo%%f wiﬂl reach'

an incredible 27% of the population,vcompared to only 15%

‘for young people. In terms of median population age,=
' Statistics Canada pro;ects that the median age of 30

7 years in 1983 will rise to 41 years in 2006 and to 48
, P . _ .
years in 2031. ' ‘ co

As the. long term decline ‘in bir¥th rates appears to

o

" be the trend, ‘and the aging process .an inevitable one, we'

v

can expect that theyage structure of Canadian society in

the future will be vastly different from ‘what it is
‘todays Consequently, we must be prepared for changes in
- every facet of our soc1ety, including education, houSing,

fd‘saVings,'consumption and leisure.

The increased enrollment of older’adults in higher

education can also be attributed to the widespread desxre

gof adult educators to democratize educationl_ This task
. N "
',has been accomplished by remov1ng barriers that impeded‘

v

access to opportunities for life-long learning and by

- de51gning courses of study which are congruent with the

h needs, interests, and motives of older learners (Boshier
& Collins, 1983) { | |

, Heckinger (1975), formerly education editor of. the
i New Ygrk Times states.‘_"Continuing education, long

usiewed With disdain by univerSity regulars,.has suddenly

-'been discovered as a wave of the future" (p.»lA).g,Hence,
- . . EY R . -

—

&



for elderly'individuals who Are searching for ways to

vmake their lives more interesting, ehjoyable, and

"l challenging,.this acceptance of llfe-long learnlng has

made it possible?for ‘them to returnvto educat;on for this

purpose.' I N .. g "§alﬁk

‘ Accompanying the older 1nd1v1dual's Search for
personal enrichment and fulflllment are attempts“by
:traditional instltutlonsgto‘respond to this populatlon.
: Evidence‘accumulated7over the past. decade”suggests that
universitles and colleges have taken serlously “the 1dea
’that elderly people represent a v1ab1e pool of students
_(Bass, 1986; covey, 1981) Many hlgheg educatlonal
institutions, such as the Un1versxty of Alberta, are now
ioffering tuitlon walvers whereby 1nd1v1duals aged 65
”years and over can attend classes free of charge on a
'space available ba51s after full fee students have

registered .Due to the 1ncrea51ng1y hlgh number of

e elderly inlelduals w1sh1ng to part1c1pate in educatlon,

' yhowever,.many educational institutions have establlshed

o

-programs that are specifically catered to the needs of

"'thls age group (Battersby, 1985 cOombe & Battersby,

1984) Such programs,'whlch are offered 1n various
'isettings and at varlous levels 1nc1ude the follow1ng |
higher educatxon programe(subjects taught to groups of
’helderly students at communlty-colleges or senior

~‘centers), elderhostels-(a‘week long\educational

n



experience'on a collegezorluniversity campus which

. ) q,

‘,vprov1des a variety of short courses that. involve no grade_
‘or examinations, nor special educational backgrouhd), and
vuniver51t1es ‘of the third age (a program that has:

vauniver51ty affiliation and uses faculty to teach courses

. spe01f1cally geared to the elderly on university
campuses) _ | »

The “graying of the campus" presents educators and
soc1ety with the opportunity to meet the educational‘
:needs of the elderly.‘»Such opportunitles, however,
require a careful analy51s of the appropriate goals for

._educating‘the elderly, an appreciation of the older -
o generation,vand‘an understanding of how people learn_
”(MCDaniel 1984) " In add1t10n, higher educational
- institutions must coﬁaﬁct more research in terms of :
' 1mprov1ng ‘the. quality of 1nstruction and learning that is

-

taking place for our elderly
- ™ |
Astatement‘of Purpose i

| This study was de51gned to 1nvestigate the
perceptions adult. students have regarding what
.constitutes effectiye hlgher educational instructionfand
3to determlne whether these. perceptlons are similar among

all ‘adult students, regardless of . age. The rationale

‘ behind thls study is that 1f the perceptions of effective

_1nstruction dlffer between undergraduate students and



) : S ’ ¢

- M " 1

N

senior students (as defined later in this chapter), then‘

o perhaps instructors who are trained to ‘teach typical

-_students is necessary

underg. uate students should attempt to modify their
_teaching characterietics when instructing senior _
rstudents. o _ n

Since senior students have constituted a greater
proportion of the adult student population in recent
years, and their enrollmentAeentinues.to 1ncrease, a

A better understanding of the needs and de51res of senior

_ The {esults f this study could generate 1nformation
that has the/p“f/?tial for 1mprov1ng teaching and '
learning“in educational institutions;",Firstly, this,p

' infornation could.be useful in_proyidingfinstructors'with:
:_an auareness ofathe-expectations~of senior'students; .

, This knowledge could enable instructors to. modify their

l"teaching behaviors in such a way that best fac1litates

7senior students"learning- Secondly, the. results of thlS‘
A,studybcould assist educational administrators who are
.'responsible for thevdevelopment and‘implementation'of,
feducational programs,for;seniors,.'lnsight'into senior N
“students';preferences'and priorities in instruction_could
'make the process of matching the most appropriate .
'sinstructor w1th classes for senior students a more

efficient one.,

| A review of the literature revealed that while there



o

E have been several studies generated on undergraduate’
'students' perceptions of effectiy; instruction, there
appears to be no evidence.of,research undertaker with
senior_studentsisiTherefore,'knowledge of preferred"

}hfeachingycharaCteristics'by senior-students wouldTadd to

'the body of literature regarding students' perceptions of

'.instruction._

Definitions_

Undergraduate

.

In Webster s Third New International Dictionary

-

f(1976),iundergraduate is defined as a college or

- univerSity student who has not yet taken a first degree.m

‘This is in accordance Wlth the University of Alberta '8
definitiOn which states that an undergraduate is‘an

1

" 'individual who is registered for study in any faculty

o

' other than’ the»faculty of’Graduate,Studies and Research."

Sénior 'i ,jg»

~Senior is-defined in Webster s Dictionary as an'
older or. elderly‘person who is more advanced in age than
another.- For the purpose of" this study, the term senior
“is used to describe any’retired individual who is 60
'years of age or: older. This is in keeping w1th the f’
'?definition that the UniVerSity of Alberta s Faculty of

ExtenSion employs to determine the eligibility of



| :indiyiduals;applyingpto the'Spring.Session for\Seniors-'

;"program,

Limitations

There are certain limitations associated w1th

J,virtually any piece of research. This study sample .

consisted of volunteer senior and undergraduate students S
}

and is therefore exposed to all limitations of such a’“'

1
ke

sample.'," o S \1,:" ' “i" 4f, ' ‘: ~

Due to the difficulty in finding a sufficient number
.of seniors enrolled in credit courses, a sample of,,ﬁ,é«
‘feseniors enrolled in non—credit courses was . chosen.e.The
comparison group consisted of undergraduate studepts ‘. :f' éh
'enrolled in credlt courses, who were selected bepause
- they most closely approx1mated the sample of seniors in_ ¥
r_terms»of type ofycourse taken.‘ Therefore, ;o'analyze the’_f
‘ results fhe researcher-interpreted the effectssof’%ge'and
course credit status together as there was no way tov'
Séparatepthe‘two.' '""h' [.-}’ e f. s j”

Project Format

Follow1ng the 1ntroduction of the background and
V‘.rpose of the study in Chapter I; a: reV1ew of the'f
literature relevant to the area. of investigation }s-

'presented in Chapter II. In Chapter III the de51gn of-

the study is prov1ded along w1th details regarding the'“

o



" S o
selectien'eerGhjeCts}.the inetrnmenttusedland'the '
procedure‘followed Chapter Iv reports the research
;flndlngs and prov1des an ana1y51s of them.. Finally, a’
summary of flndlngs, conclusions to be drawn from these

7f1nd1ngs, and 1mp11catlons for further research areAy

presented 1n_Chapter V.

. ey e



. CHAPTER II

. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

.Introduction |
SeVeralfyears ago, when:educational institutions in
general began to experience a decline in enrollment
there appeared to be an- increased concern regarding the

effectiveness of instruction. “ The amount of purposeful

" well designed, published ‘research 1ncreased in an attempt

'to identify those characteristics that constitute o

effective instruction.. Although a Significant decline in

‘enrollment has not -yet occurred at the UniverSity of

h':Alberta, the student population did level off and then

drop slightly during the late 1970's.v At the present

-partly as a result of university policy, student
enrollment once again appé§§§ to be slowly starting to
"d?level off after a sharp increase experienced during the
‘earlx partjof_thellsao’s (UniverSitysofbAlberta,v1988).
vi‘Thisnslovinc down in university population”crowth'could
':pos51bly lead to another drop in enrollment in the

fdistant future.‘ - ;';*'.' 'a"’;_a 4 ,f cos

Efforts to- identify the speCific instructional

"

characteristics that contribute to effective instruction

. :have taken a number ot different routes in terms of data

1;-collection.‘ One ‘avenue the research has taken has been

11
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“to identify SpeC1flc characteristics and then ask
Y

;students to rate (usually on a Likert type scale) their'

resent course instructor“on each characteristic.’ A
'variation on this approach has been to ask students to
rate the importance of identified characteristics based
on what they perceive constitutes effective instructionf
-in general These formal questionnaires have been the
most w1de1y used 1ike1y because they are easy to

administer and scbre. A second approach has been to\

.allow students to generate and write those‘

characteristicsfwhich~they'feel exemplify excellence in L

».

,'teaching' Another method of data collection hns been to
interView teachers identified as excellent and ask them B

'mwhat characteristics they emphaSize or feel are important -

for effective instruction. Finally, yet another approach
" has been to correlate observer reports of speCific.
‘instructional characteristics With student ratings of o

’eac ing effectiveness.

The _remar 'ble finding is that regardless of the

“inmethod of data c llection, the same: characteristics of

effective instruc
(Feldman, 1976- Murray, 1985) Furthermore,'when the

' same characteristics ‘are repeatedly and conSistently

recognized, we assume that they are important ingredients;

in terms of - effective }nstruction.

4

P2

"are identified time and- time again

12
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Utility of- Students’ Perceptions
| of Effective Instruction

Throughout history, higher educational institutions

ﬂ,have been devoted to the twin purpose. of research and

instruction (Mountford 1966) In recent yea?s, however,-’

.f‘a stronger emphasis has been placed on instruction.\;As a.

: consequence of the increaSing number of students and °

e “

pa .
budgetary limitations, instructors have had. to-assume

heaVier teaching loads, thus allow1ng less time for

research actiVities.,\Another reason for this shift in

emphasis lies in the riSing expectations on the part of

‘,students. Students have increaSingly Viewed a degree or
‘a aiploma as a necessary means to obtaining good
employment hence the demand for better instruction.,vItf

nis because of these factors that most educational |
institutions want to know what the current\state of o

_instruction is and how it can be improved if indeed it

'needs to be improved ' Like so many other educational Jfl

7linstitutions, the UniverSity of Alberta s Committee for -

’the Improvement of Teaching and Learning has adopted the
: follow1ng philosophy' |
| Good teaching/is serious buSiness,,and any
’iuniverSity interested in imprOVing its teachers and

-

- itsﬁteaching must we think be Willing to help RN

those who are willing to help themselves.,,The»

-
9
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'fimprovement of teaching is too important to be V ‘
'f¥1eft to chance or assxgned to faculty members
as a task over and above the1r normal loads.,'v
‘A"(Thomas, 1979 p- 3) | .

Most researchers would agree that much potential',
ex1sts for the 1mprovement of education and learning
:through the 1dent1f1cation of characteristics that atwj“ibﬁ'
.students perceive contribute to effective instruction

W(Burdsal & ﬂardo, 1986 Feldman, 1976 Miller, 1975)

iResearch suggests that 1nformat1ve feedback or knowledge

.

e,

of results, has been found +£0 improve human performance
'1n many different contexts (Annett,.la§9, Murray( 1987)m

“Therefore) there is gOOd_reason for ekpectfhg informativé_

‘fﬂ_feedback regardlng the instructional characteristics

’that students perceive to be most 1mportant for effe;“iv
n“zlnstruction; to have 51m11ar beneficial effects an ‘, kxﬁ;/kk'
Tlteaching performance 1n educational 1nstitutions.’ Theh» v‘}b‘fm
"underlying assumption 1s that the importance of these
characterlstics as perceived by students w1ll provide;;gf
.useful.information‘for'instructors.whojwiSh.to»improVe ,:.Jif
:thelr teaching.' a 11 | - _ A

According to Stoffel (1987), this type of research
haslutility not only among typical undergraduate
populations, ‘but also among less typical univer51ty.

populations.' As the number of senior students attending

higher education 1s 1ncrea51ng, 1nstructors ‘are -
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s . - ) o :
.. . ) . e

tfinding that these new, older cllentele often*requlre a |
‘4n0ntraditional delivery of the educatlonai package.

1'Therefore,-the use of senlors' perceptlons of effective

LS LA

_'instructlon can prov1de useful information to 1nstructors .

who may be wonderlng what these delivery systems are.

¥ It is importaﬁt to note that an 1nvest1gation of
what students percelve as belng 1mportant to effbctlve;
1nstruction, as. opposed to what teachers or othersﬁ-
- percerve, is not a novel concept/ ‘In his book Polltlcs,;
’Arlstotle brought to our attentloﬂ that we can get a

inner from the guests,

ybetter,ldea of the mer;ts,of the.
‘rather than from the cook. R o
Characterlstlcs of Effectlve Instructlon

Across Study Research L yf‘, 1-'a§\,f'

b

P

- There 1s general agreement in the research -
1L1terature that effectlve 1nstruct10n 1s multlfaceted
' There is no unltary goal for teachlng and many phenomena

L.contribute to the percelved,qualaty of a class or an

'.Vflnstructor (McKeachle, 1979) Desplte.dlverse research

5 approaches over the last several decades, however,tthere

_seem to appear many tlmes 1n the research llterature
r(Feldman 1976 Gleason, 1gB6° Mlller, 19?5,_Murray, f'

-1985 Wotruba & erght 1975)

—{.In thelr analy51s of twenty-cna publlshed research

A

are certaln characteristlcs of. effectlve 1nstructlon that"

15
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. studies, Wotruba and Wright (1975) obtained a . -
representation of criteria’of effectivaiinstrnction.r The'.
chaf&cterlstlcs oi effectxve 1nstructlon most: often cited 3

'across these studies were'ranked 1n the follow1ng'erer;

1. Communlcatlon skills » : |

2. :Attltudes toward students o .?~‘ ‘..S'

3. ]Knowledge of“the subject ' n.t ‘,. .‘.‘l - <b//

4, Organlzatlon of the subject mattef*?}4 | |

5. Enthusiasm for the subject o

© .6 Falrness 1n‘;rad1ng ' . .,bf.:_. S ﬁfﬁ.: o lw

-8;, Encour’ ement'of students:to_th;nk for themselves-

.;9,,_Persona11ty and appearance | |

-;%?f;Ablllty to 1ecture 4[\\', o

~11. Respects the oplnlons of students' ‘ -

i2;<Researcher--scholarshlp actlvitles .

. Feldman (1976) systematlcally synthe51zed the
;resux s of forty-nlne research studles which. contalned

', 1nformatlon n‘gardlng 1nstructor tralts that college_b
?students con51dered to be 1mportant for good teach;ng or

H-characterlstlc of- the1r 1dea1 or best teachers.f Feldman*: ‘.

'found that across studles the following elght 1nstructor. o
characterlstlcs wvere con51stently‘?ssoc1ated w1th }

'”feffectlve 1nstr2§tlon. .’-fg - B o ‘ﬂ*tt

1. Concern or respect for students—-lncludlng R

frlendllness



2. Knowledge of subject matter
3. Stimulation of students’ interest‘

“4. Avallability and helpfulness o

5. Bncourage\ent of questlons and dlscu551on—-openness T

to the oplnlons of others |

6. Ablllty to explaln clearly ' o ' f;' : o

7. EnthuSLasm for the subject or for teachlng
8. Preparation for and organlzatlon of the course.

Although phrased somewhat dlfferently; the

' characteristlcs 1dent1f1%g in Feldman s study resemble

>

f‘the ‘ones appearing 1n thruba ‘and erght's llst. Slmllar.

characterlstlcs turn up over and over agaln rﬁ one form

“Aor another wh’never the questlon of what descrlbes

'Qv,effective teachlng is asked. For a summary of the

'3; Cross Cultural Research

characterlstics of effectlve 1nstructlon 1dent1f1ed by

“others over’the last'flve decades, refer to,Table 1.

i ’.

.‘A\.'

In that past decade, 1ncreased 1nterest has been

directed towards the 1nvest1gatlon of student perceptlons-

of effectlve 1nstructlon across dlfferent cultures. The-- "

ratlonale behlnd such research has been to. determlne the .
-followlng' if teachlng effectlveness can be measured 1n

different cultures, lf evaluatlon forms developed in

‘North America are approprlate for other cultures,llf the

. e

-

17



-

=

Table 1

5 _':)}h.

3

Characterlstlcs of Effectlve Instruction

L, .._a__....-—--—-—-——J—u—_.—_-_—-———-——--———————_-_-———__-—-_——,—

Bousfield
(1940)

Burdsal & Bardo
(1986)

Cllnton
(1930)

o ——— — . e e s e e i e o e e et e o e B o e ————

. -falrness‘]

? “—mastery of
N subject

k]

'-intéresting

e

of materlal

-well organlzed
materlal

S : .. "b‘f~
- ~clearness of
exposition

-interest in -~

. students
-fhelpfulness
-ability to

direct
discussion

‘~-sincerity-_ f"

-keenness of
' intellect.

Listed in~order_'

v'-of importance by
61 undergrads at
\\\ U of Connecticut,

i)

presentation ..

-organization -
and structure
of course

':;stimulates

'interest'énd
encourages
thinking

T mattitude

towards
“students

-faixness .in-
evaluations.

Listed in order

of importance by
42,019 undergrads

-at Wichita U.

J N T
_--__-________----—-_-~—a---_---_-___________-__--_____,

:-interestlng

1-knowledge of

subject matter

r-pleasing

personality

-neatned#s in
appearance
" and work

,—fairne§§‘4

 ~kind and

Hsympatheticr

—keen sense of_
humor

-

\—1nterest 1n

profe551on

presentation‘

—alertness and )
broadmlndedness

'-knowledge of
‘methods

Llsted in order
of 1mportance by
177 undergrads .

‘at Oregon U.

Iz

L her B
W

v
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‘Table 1 Cont”d
- — - ---—---— ———————————————————————— -‘z;—-——— ————— ——_--—- -
Deshpande, et -al ~aFrench . Gadzella
: (1970) E (1957) (1968)
e —ﬁotivatioh' "-lnterprets : ’4know1edge of -
' _ . ideas subject
-rapport clearly L .
- . .~interest 'in
—-gtructure —-develops ~subject
. ‘ student
-clarity interest -flex1b111ty
R b »
-content . "~ --develops —well prepared
mastery ' skills. of
o .thinking ~uses approprlate
-overload-- S vocabulary
too much -broadens g _
work - ‘interests’ - e
-evaluation ‘ -stresses:7'
- procedure’ - important.
" materlals
-use of -
" teaching —good teachlng
N aidsﬂ\ " methods '
- -instructiohal -motivates tb do
skills “best work
-teaching ~knowledge of
~styles. " subject
©  -conveys new
-~ viewpoints
- -clearly explains.
Llsted in order Listéd in order Listed in order )
of ‘importance by of 1mportance by of importance by
674 undergrads 125 undergrads 443 undergrads
at an American at Washlngton_U. - at Washington
Unlversity S - - State College. N
————————————————————————————————— F—-—————-——-————————n—— i

&



Gurney
(1977)

<
véknowledge'of
the subject
:-general o
knowledge of -

" educational.
facts

cﬂ—flexibilityf;

| -rapport. @

.Listed in. order
of importance by
140 undergrads at
Florida Tech. U

-interest in

R T o
Table‘l Cont’d

L Hildebrand ,
(1971) '

-dynamic and =
energetic
person

@—explains)

clearly

. -interesting

presentation
-enjoys
-teaching .
"students
-friendly toward
students

~encourages class
discussion

~discusses other
'points‘of view,

'Llsted 1n order
. of importance by

338 undergrads &
graduates at U..

‘of ‘california.

P N

vJacobson
(1982)

T o e o e o i v o e P e S T . - T 00 S B . . P P o = o S A - -

- ~stimulates

interest and
encourages
thinking

'.Jkﬁbw1edge‘ahd .
enthusiasm for -

subject

»—organlzatlon and

presentation:
-~ of course

' -communication

'skills

-committed to -

- improving the
quality of
education. -

Listed in order
- of importance by .

46 undergrads at

NOrth.Dakote uU.

291,.



~well prepaféd',
for class

-sincere interest

in subject

-knowledge of
- subject

- ~effective
teaching
“methods

s

-tests for

- understandingf '

-fair in
evaluation

- -effective =
" . communication

-encourages
independent.
thought :

1'-cour5e~
~organized .
logically

-motivates
students.

Listed in order

of importance by
1,493 undergrads,
- faculty & alumni’
- at Toledo U.

_~Collegg.

D Y D G D T TS TSP SHN SED G WA D GED e GER SE D D GED WD G N WS GRS GED GHS W S ES GRS GED GER SR SR GEY GED GE R SN D D G S G W G N S W . g —

-

», Table 1 cont’d’

~knowledge of

subject - _

-fair evaluator

'-éxpiains ‘ﬂ//‘

;-clearly,-“k

‘Listed in order

of importance by -

307 undergrads at °

Philander Smith

L]



., same compohents'that'underlie-effectiye.teaching in North

—— .
. 1

America are relevant in other-cultures,'and<if'research”‘

l into teaching effectiveness that has been conducted_in

'3,  Communication of ideas -

.North America has appllcability to. other settings (Marsh

1981)

\

‘ Miron and Segal (1978) conducted a study which

'1nvest1gated Israeli college students' concepts of

effectlve 1nstruction.‘ Approx1mately 600 undergraduates~,

were asked to select the three most 1mportant

characteristics of good teaching from a list of fifteen.

The ‘three qualities which recelved the highest frequency ’

" of cholces were documented ‘as follows.v

“

i, Interesting presentation of&material

2. Knowledge,~preparation,and organization»of;lessons

a. StimulatiOn of Studentmlearning
" In a. more recent Israeli study, Av1 Itéhak and
Kremer (1983) surveyed over 500 un1versxty students in

order to. ascertain a profile of the. effective/instructor

i whom students recommend to each other.f The results of"

thls research study 1nd1cated that an effectlve
1nstructor should possess the follow1ng characterlst1CS'

1. Knowledgeable in subject

2. Organlzes the lecture well-A - o -

'é, Accommodates to the students' needs andfintereSts,

e&*
Ar(»

Lel a0s
Wome e

22
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Moses. (1985) asked approximateiy‘10 OOO'Australian
university students to respond to a questlon regardlng
R J "
their instructors' strengths in teachlng. 'Resultsn

clearly.;ndicated'that despite the d1vers1ty of‘teacher h

characteristics endfteachingfcontexts, common elements of. -
. , . - -

Y

M

~effective teachinq,qere evident.., It was found that

Ed

overéIi‘effeCtiVenessvas atuniversityoteacher:correletedf:‘

vhigh;y.with‘the folloﬁinguitems‘on the queStionneire'used

‘.".' . . .. . ] :' ) . . Y .
Y o L z«; . N S

in the survey: e g S
1. Knowledge of subjectlmatter.aj}

2. Communlcatlon skills i s O

e

3. Facilltatlon of student-learn

L i . a E
4. Concern for 1ndiv1dual students’ neéaix
. s m L
. R -,

: Ny _ .égc' . s
North Amerlcan flndlnqs. vais sgggests thY

. ¥ oo i £ - :

. characterlstlcs of effectlve 1 structlon are 51m11ar

{4

N

. across varlous cultures.

c. Research Across Facultles:;
In order to ascert&in.the.genéﬁﬂllzablllt; of the

A\research flndlngs, efforts have been made to 1dent1fy the
percept;ons\thatostudents(ln dlfferent dlsc1p11nesthave

' regardingreffective instruction. Results indicatefthat

L} ot

TN

.23



’students ‘tend to'agree with one'anotherVonhwhich
characteristics contribute positively to instructional :fv
-impact and that theﬂmerceptions of students f% different‘
faculties are. consistent regardless of their academic L

~content areas- (Erdle & Murray, 1986; Moses, 1985)

Although other investigators will concur that the. .

Z'Similarities in,the perceptions of effective instruction
among students in different academic fields are high

\\\\they maintain that certain subtle differences do appear
' .(AVl -Itzhak & Kremer,_1983, Feldman, 1976 Miron and

'Segal,_1§78)-' AnalySis of research across ‘these studies,.

S ®
1h9wever, reveals that overall there was ‘no conSistency

among these,differences.

Di- Gender Differences ,g. o N ‘“:f_f“; ‘ﬁv“:'wgle.
ReView bf the literature indicates that relatively

. few studies have been conducted to investigate whether

: students' perceptions of effective ins§ruction are -
conSistent regardless of the gender of the student In
ithe research undertaken by Hearn (1985), some differences
were noted between“male and female students in the
empha51s they placed on various characteristics of %%
instruction;. These differences, however, were not very

S large and the results were not conSistent across other

‘studies (Grasha, 1975; Mueller et al.,~1971). Moreover,
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no differences in preferences wvere: found between males | .
-vand females in other studies (Feldman,'lsjs,lcill.&
Brooksy 1985) . | | |

E. Students' Perceptions vs. Other Observers’ Perceptions

- Most researchers would concur that Wlth regard to .

-the characteristics that contribute t0v1nstructional .v“lh,‘f | \,

- ‘effectiveness, the perceptlons of faculty, external

1judges,_and educational researchers, appear to be in _'_?“ .
B agreement w1th studen' perceptions (Burdsal & Bardo,

1986 Doyle & Crichton, 1978, Marsh et al '_1979) White

and Ahmadi (1986) 1nvestigated the congruency of student
and instructor perceptions of what constltutes effectlve
‘instruction.f Data was gather‘p from 15,853;und%ggraduate

7ustudents'and 100ainStructors at an American university.

A questionnaire was used which asked respondents to rank- ’

‘.order preferencestof what constitutes an effectlve
instructor. Results suggested that while there was not
total unanimity on the rank ordering of all -
’characteristics, 1nstructors and. students both agreed on
'what constituted ‘the most 1mportaht characteristics of
effective instruction. Both groups perceived that |
nﬁaving aithorough knowledge(of the subject matterﬂ was
the sinéle-most important ch;ractefistic of effective
"1nstruction, while "presents subject matter clearl nd

"judges studenL work fairly" were ranked second and thlrd
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frespectiwely,‘in terms of'importance; The instructors

-then selected "uses class tlme effectlvely" as the fourth,i

. most- lmportant characterlstlc, whlle students percelved
| "makes tests consistent with materlal covered or‘
viasslgned" as beang next ln‘terms of importance-

_ . _ : yﬁﬂ.fu
- Fu NontraditionaL Students’ PerCeptions-
r Although numeroys research studies, and surveys have

been ‘conducted to 1d 1fy what tradltlonal students

percelve the characterlstlcs of effectlve instruction to

. be, relatlvely llttle has been done to examlne the - .

perceptlons of nontradltlonal_students. Tradltional

KQ& students are generally defined7as‘belng younéjlsingle,

'iunemployed adults who devote themselves to full time
undergraduate study in'order to obtain a dibloma or

degree, whereas nontradltlonal students are typlcally

W

: older, marr?éd employéd adults who part1c1pate 1n part-'.'

tlme study w1th d{fferent expectatlons, capabllltles, and |

needs, than tradltlonal undergraduates (Keller & Sw1tzerL<v

1983). R - S
Keller and Switzer (1983) sought to determlne )
' whether the perceptlons of teachlng effectlveness'

,dlffered between ‘traditional students and-nontrad1tional'

3_students}! Their comparatiVe a lysis'was Conducted at an

American college where 22 trad1t10na1 undergraduate

K]

26
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students and 13 nontradltional students were asked to-”
describe‘the best‘teacher they.ever‘had. According to
Keller and Switzer, nontradltlonal students placed more
remphasis on personailty (dynamlc personalltit talented -
enjoyed thelr work) and interaction (good teacher-
- student relatlonshlp, good communlcatlon skllls) JE
_dlmensions,‘than did their younger counterparts.
Traditional students, however, placed con51derab1y more
importance on role related behav1ors (knowledgeable,_
;_ motivates the student),vthan aid the nontrad1t10na1
students;; The researchers suggested that by g1v1ng
'prompt »spec1fic and descrlptlve feedback rather than
{pueValuatlvevfeedback, lnstructors could,help to satlsfy_-
| thevnontraditional students’.need to define.thenselves'as :
' potentially'successful students. | |

|

Pflster (1978) randomly selected and surveyed 108

contlnulng educatlon students in his 1nvest1gatlon of

o nontradltlonal students' expectatlons of- teachers.

Research flndlngs lndlcated that the %ggtlnulng educatlon
-students’ prlmary concern 1nvolved "rece1v1ng up to date
informatlon from the. 1nstructor" These nontrailtlonal>
:studentS"also_v1ewed "teacher conmunlcatlon" and .
'"enjoynent of‘teaching" as beingfimportant

charadteflstics of effectlve 1nstruct10n. In contrast,

’pgngister noted\that contlnulng educatlon students ranked‘

",

“Q'”the requlrement of a large amount of work"_and "offers



o B
out of classwass1stance" as belng least lmportan*fin -
terms of effectlve 1nstructlon.'

stoffel (1987) conducted a study whlch con51sted of
‘ 366 female adults who were enrolled in an Amerlcan
‘undergraduate program of studvahere students spend
llmlted'tlme an campusvand~d0‘the1r course work at home.
'The majorlty of these nontradltlonal students wefe

‘mlddle-aged w1th jObS and familles, a;d other

;Vohllgatlons;and_could not attend-trad1t10nal classes
qplwithout difficulty » Analys1s of the survey data from
';'Stoffel's study 1nd1cated that hlgh ratTa?s were
"-Lattrlbuted to the follow1ng three characterlstlcs of
i;effectlve dlstance 1nstructlon‘f-'i“_ |
‘lfl@ Prov1d1ng feedback ,ff ' R o td'~j/.

'2. Promptness

l3.‘ Helpfulness - . ‘

It appears that the common thread runnlng through
these studies conducted w;th‘nontradltlonal populatlons
is that self.motivated nontraditional adult learners.
'thrlve on. taklng control of thelr own 1earn1ng, rather
than relylng on others.‘ These flndlngs are supported by
_research in andragogical study'whlch emphasrzes,adult
1earners' preferences for augqnomy (Brookfleld 1986;

N -

‘Eldred, 1985), and their pragmatlsm and de to solve

- problems which motlvate theﬁu.n ’1earn1ng (Cross,%%) . y' o

?
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. Need for the Present Study

~

- As there appears to be some dlsparlty between the

s . a

perceptlons of tradltlonal students ‘and nontradltlonal

. students in. terms of what constltutes effectlve _7 .

instruction, one is led to questlon whether 51m11ar

-

resﬁltsrwould be,found in the perceptlons of senior

.students}"There'is a larger‘gap_between the learning‘

interests of young and{old than'there is-between elderly

‘rich and poor, men and women, or’ black and whlte.‘ _,],
e - .

‘ Generally, older persons are motlvated to study what

-1nterestslthem (Bass, 1986) Most\WOuld agree that these .

older students must be highly;motlvated 1nd1v1duals

,especially if‘they.are'willing-toHIearn-in afsetting

—

,,partlcrpat;on, indicates that.apprec1able'dlfferences -

;were found between older and YOu er.adults. ACCOrdlng

oomposed of studente who/ for the most part, are-much

younger than.themselves. Their younger'oounterparts,’on i

the otherﬁhand, tend.to‘be motivated by'theJmajor'

responsibilities of Young adulthood--suCCeeding in an -

occupatxon and rearlng a famlly (Boshler & Colllns 1985)
LY f

Analy51s of studles 1nvest1gat1ng the motlvatlon of

4

-older adults 1n hlgher educatlon and thelr reasons for ‘

FO

3 to\Furst and Steele (1986), who surveyed 78°adult

learners between the ages of 62 and 85, the four

strongest motlvators for senlor students were as follows.

[ 4



1. Intelleotual:stinulation,and'enjoymentg-' ‘
2. PracticalvaChievement Y
3. Fulfillment andrstimulation : _?
d4. Self maintenance. |
',vaidently?{intellectual challenge and acnievenent were
very important to'these older learners.':fnis finding is
‘fupported by the research of Boshier and Colllns (1985),
Boshier and Rlddell (1978f, ana Pritchard (1979), who all
rconcur‘rhat cognltlve interest is the strongest reason

for part1c1patlon 1n educatlon by older adults.

' Furst and Steele also reported that the lowest

motlvators for senlor students. 1nc1uded°

1. Formal’attalnment and recognltlon

2. Self understandlng and personal adjustment y
~ 3., Quallfylng for: pr1v11eges.

vThe researchers explaln these flndlngs by empha5121ng

that for elderly 1nd1v1duals, there 1s no pressure to

Itake courses whlch are requlred for a degree or career,~
dto pass tests, to write reports, or to obtaln a certaln
_grade polnt average. ,Rather, 1t 1s a tlme to relax and
enjoy educatlon, pursuing toplcsrof interest in a
7“leisurely fashiqqﬁ

| Senior‘students; aged 60 years'and older,'form a
_d1 tinig subpopulatlon 1n terms of educatlonal needs and B
1n erests, and thus are worthy of study 1n thelr o&h

A

rlghgo The senlor years are marked by an abrupt

-

-



u

._:sehlor students, llke the students 1n other

~

transition into retirement, increased 1eisure time and

various a:;jfsitles, such as decllnlng powers and loss of

significa

v01d created by a lack. of occupatlon or other loss, some’

'.~seniors choose educationm This enables them to become

engaged in the malnstream of llfe rather than to
w1thdraw, to malntaln thelr power and self respect and

to learn for the joy of learnlng (Wolf 1985).

Given the increased enrollment of senlorvstudeﬁts in

- educational institutions, the notable absence of'research'

regarding seniors’”perceptions of the-characteristics

that constitute effective instructioy is discouragiﬁg.

Since the perceptions of senior stugents per seihavevnot
been investigated we must endeavor to learn:what we canj
from studies involving- other populatlons of students.

Inslght into the perceptlons of other nontrad1t10nal

’ populatlons raises the follow1ng two questlons- do.’

nontraditlonal populatlons thrlve on taklng control of
their ownflearnlng rather thanvrelylng onfothers° and
does 1ndependence and self motlvatlon increase w1th the
age of the student thus belng even more true for senior

students?” S

other (Buchanan, 1988). In order to flll the N
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CHAPTER III o

: DESIGN OF THE STUDY

'*m 0verv1ew‘ |

Th;s study was conducted in May 1988, durlng Spring
Session at the Unlver51ty of Alberta campus. " The .
_Unlversrpy of Alberta,,located in the city of Edmonton,_
- Alberta, was founded in 1908. It is the largest of three - .
unlver51t1es serving a province which at the end of 1986 |
had a populatlon of 2 365,825, In 1986- 87 the
unlve551ty enrollment*con51sted of 24, 304 full time
.undergfaduate students and 4,710 part-tlme undergraduate
students ln fifteen facultles, in addxtlon to t 544
students enrolled in- the Faculty of Graduate Studles and
'-Research. Sprlng Se551on for Senlors, a special three ~
 week program caterlng to retlred 1nd1v1duals aged 60
years ang - over, overlaps 1n the'flrst three weeks w1thb.
the regular Sprlng Session at the Unlver51ty of Alberta
Thls program for older adults offers a varlety of non—'
;credlt general lnterest courses whlch 1nclude' creatlve
wrltlng,-Canadlan'hlstory,.mu51c apprec1atlony and
physical fitnessT ‘Spring Session for SeniOrs has_been in
ex1stence for the.last fourteen years. Its enrollment
“has increased from 5/6 senlors 1n 1975 to nearly 350 in

'1987.
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EY

- Subjects'for this study were selected from the *

settlng Just descrlbed. The cauSal—comparative method
G

Was then used to compare the perceptlons of senlor
students w1th those of undergraduate students, who were .

essentially comparable except for two cr1t1ca1 varlables.

-

age and course credlt status._ A cross -sectional survey
- : . .
was employed in ordervto collect data from which the

v

‘%rrelationships'among'variables were studied.

Subjects . . B
The subjects were )individuals enrolled in non-

credit EngliSh 1iHe

;ature and creatlve wrltlng courses
_offered durlng Sprlng SeSSLOn'for Senlors at theé

Univers1ty of Alberta. The'two criteria for enrolling in

these courses are that the individual must be retired and

60 Years.of age or over. -

| The‘éharacteristics of Effective Instruction
MQuestlonnalre, constructed for this research"was
admlnlstered to 51x classes of senlor students. of the

81 questionnalres completed by the senlors, 4 were deemed-

PR,

"unusable due to xnadequaxe completlon. Seventy—seven

respondents; 14%“of whom' were male and 86% of whom were
femalef.constitutedﬂthe senior sample for this study.

'The‘disproportionately higher'numbernof females'to males_
~can in part be attributedrto anhimbalance.in.the sex _}~1

33



ratlo of the senior populatlon as a whole. According to
Statlstlcs Canada’ s/1986 census there were only 725 males

'to every 1000 females aged 65 years and over? 1Another

| p0551ble cause for thls imbalance is due to the fact that
there are more 51ng1e females (wldowed d1vorced never - -
marrled), than there are‘single males. According~to~the'

1986 census, for every'single male age465_§ears and over,f

" there are_approkimatelyvfour'single females ofdthe sane
agegﬁ*since a,far greater proportion of older women are

M,,;‘Q
g in act1v1t1es that get them 1nvolved in the

single, p haps they have a greater 1nterest in

'part1c1pa§‘n

communlty, such as contlnulng educatlon (Sykes, 1981)

| The demographlc data collected from the senior group

‘regardlng age 1nd1cated that a total of 11 1nd1v1duals

"fell 1nto the 55 -64 year age group, 46 persons fell
between thesages of 65-74, and 20 1nd1v1duals were 75

'“\years of age and over. Tahle 2 provides frequencies and
‘percentages of: demographlc data on age "for the senior

.
i

sample. In termS'of the hlghest educatlonal level

. a

attalned on the average the senior sample con%gsted of

hlghly ggucatgﬁ‘lndlv1duals. A total of 47% had attended

Zeidy

and/or completed university (N= 36) Ten percent had a
. trade certlflcate dlploma or‘some other type offnon—

‘unlverSLty post—secondary educatlon (N—8), 25% had a- hlgh

E f!‘“ .

‘school dlploma (N~l9) and the remalnlng 18% had some hlgh

Bl




TABLE 2

. Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic.
Data on Age for the Senior- Group (N=77)

Age Category v,_----_;_ffeggeffz_- o : Percentage
55-64 ;zear“s,' ‘ - 1 | | 14'73‘
65—72;year$v .46 59.7
75+ years - o S - 20 26.0

- e e o i o —— o ———— —— — — — —— — = —— " " = dub i
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'-scﬁool training without a diploma (N=L4) Flgunes from Coe
Statistics Canada s 1986 census indicate that of the
general_populatlon-aged 65'yearssahd over, only 8.8%‘ -

- individuals had attended university and of that number,

3

'fonly 4.2% had actually obtained dégrees.” Table 3 .
'dprov1des frequenc1es and percentages of demographic data
»on educatlon for the senior sample. - y .

All members in the senlor sample had. attended Springv”
Session for Senlors at least once . before,.thus indlcatlng
that ‘they have had some exposure;to instructlon_in récent -
years. : _ - . . v

A sample of undergraduate-students was surweyed to
actnat a comparisonﬁgroup. The subjects were enrolled in
an 1ntroductory English credlt course offered during
.SprlngvSe551on ‘at the Unlver51ty of Alberta.v‘The
'Characterlstlcs of Effectlve Instructlon Questionnalre
was admlnlstered to four classes of undergraduate
| students.. Of the 88 questlonnalres completed by the
undergraduates, one was deemed unusable due to belng
'vlnadequately completed. Another three' questionnaires
were excluded because they were completed by'individuals.

- who possessed a unlqgr51ty degree and thus dld not meet
the crlterla for the undergraduate group Eighty-four
1nd1v1duals, 45% of whom were males and 55% ‘of whom were

females;fconstltuted the undergraduatevsample, The



TABLE 3

Frequencies and Percentages of Demographlc
Data on Education for the Senior Group (N=77)

—————i—-——-——--——-—--————-—---—-————_-——--—————--————————-

>Univefsiﬁy_with o ;
degree = . o0 19

University without P
degree S _ PR & S

Trade certificate or
diploma and other
, non—unlver51ty
, trainlng E ' ‘ 8

’High school with
secondary certlflcate
or diploma ' -19

ngh school without
secondary certlflcate
or diploma B ST 14

T - - - - — — T D G D D S — T S = I . W > A . S T RS - GRS S — ————— T —— > = b = - ——

Percentage
247%
22.1

. 10.4
%
o
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'to be»between the ages of 45—54. Table 4 prqwldesv

'frequencies and percentages of demographic dat age
5 il

for the undergraduate sample.vf:; - R .1gf
. " ‘ " . . o
' , 3.8 . ‘ g
- =" The ind{ias 'r : 'ables in this study were agend

'perceptions of'what constitutes effective instruction

-

y .\ N . - ,_ i . - e
S . . .

demographic data'colleCtedﬁfor the'uadergraduates

1nd1cated that with respect to age, ‘a total of 61

1nd1v1duals fell into the 18-24 year .age. category, 16

persons fell between the\ages of 2 34 6 individuajs:

were 1n the 35- 44 year age group and one person re'

course bredi

‘were the 15 charactérigblés of effective instruetion,‘

Adescribed.below. Thls,study emp oyed two levels‘of age«

status: senior students and unde;graduaterstudents.,'A@;,'

Likert scale questionnaire was utilized in order to
measure student perceptions of effectiVe instruction.

*', ' ': Instrument

*

A standard 1nstrument used to measure student

does'not'eXist.- An effective instruction rating .
1nstrument which conSisted of ‘the most commonly

1dent1f1ed characteristics of effective 1nstruction, was

constructed for this,research; Twenty-dne selected
‘research studies of effective instruction were reviewed -

by Wotruba and Wright (1975)'in order to ‘obtain a

representation of these criteria. The top fifteen

G-

AN

z%ﬁ




TABLE 4 . - &
~ ‘ ' . B ' R
| Frequehéles -and Percentages of Demographlc Data
on Age for the Undergraduate Group (N=84)
Age Category B Frequency CoL Percentage
18-24 years 61 N 1206
25-34 years « : 16 s 190
' .35-44 years -6 9 7.1
45-54 years : : ‘{%\1 ’ : 1.2
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characteristics identified by Wotruba and Wright

(excluding three items that were deemed not applicable to

~ the senior stddents--student progress, aSSicnments, and

grading, and one item that was Viewed as beLng ambiguous

e

"instructor as a worthwhile human being") werééused in

constructing a Likert questionnaire for this research

-and likely to be miSinterpreted bysthe subjects--

study. The characteristics, rearranged in random order

‘for the questionnaire, are as follows:

1.

10.
.11,

12.

13,

14.

15.

Communication skills--interprets abstract ideas and

theories clearly o l - .

Pleasant personality or personal appearance

Ability to stimulate or-broaden student interest

Researcher--scholarship activities

Good organization of the subject matter and course
Encourages students to think for themselves_
Has a variety of interests | | |
Attitudes_toward ‘students which aré favorable
Interesting as a lecturer--éoodepeaking ability
Willing to'experimenté—flexible | |
Self-contr011ed; cooperative, patient R 31
Knowledge of'the subject‘

Effective use of questions in class discuSSions
EnthuSiastic about the subject

Respects student opinion -and - is tolerant to [g;g]

student dISagreement g 2

a0
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The Likert questionnaire;instructeddsubjects to rate o
T F
each of fifteen characterlstlcs on a scale of 1\to 5:
'very low importange (1) to very hlgh 1mportance (5). _Inw'

order to gathem add1t10nal 1nformatlon,,t subjects were
.5- .

.also asked to respond to an open—en ed questlon regardlng
what they percelved to he the singlé mos important
ﬁgharacterlstlc of effective 1nstructlon;3 Four closed
.,form questionnalre 1tems regard;ng age,_sERX educatlon;.
and previous attendance 'tiSprino Sesslon for Seniors,
, were also inCluded;./T e questionnaire‘was printed using
'1large type and allowed ample spac1ng between items in -
order to accommodate those 1nd1v1duals who may have had a -
]v1sual 1mpa1rment. _See Appendlx A for a copy of the
questionnalre.i : |

o The questlonnalre was pre-tested on 1nd1v1duals‘-%.
simllar to members of the sample groups. Informatlon
that was gathered about the 1nstrument QPrlng the pre— v
Atest was then taken 1nto con51deratlon and the - ;
questlonnalre was\reflned accordlngly

As there was no 1nformatlon in the body of the '

'research llterature spec1f1cally regardlng senior
= students'lperceptlons of_effectlve 1nstructlon, the’
'qnestionnaire'developedffor this study'was.haSed’on
-research withlundergraduate.studentsf_'This leads one to

question whether the Qquestionnaire includes



characteristics thatdthe seniors consider to be most
imbortant. In order to account for thlS llmitatlon, an
open-ended question was 1nc1uded in ‘the questionnaire .
which asked respondents to 1dent1fy the single most
'important characteristic of.effective 1nStruction. The
results of this will indicate if seniors record common |
characterlstlcs that have not been already 1lsted in the
' _questlonnalre. | K
In terms of validity, systematic ratinds-are usually
based on llterature surveys,’lnstruments presently belng
.used successfullirﬁn other educatlonal 1nst1tutlons, and
personal oblnlons of 1nd1v1duals worklng 1n the”;rea
: (Cohen, 1981) . As no standards or commonly agreed upon
fcrlterla of effectlve teachlng exists, there«ls much
' debate as to what the best 1nstrument 1s._ It lS because

. of thls lack of external crlterla that few studles of

-valldlty have been attempted.‘ When such_studles are
. kN S o . . '

' undertaken, they are rarely accepted by everyone involved

in this area. As the ratinq‘instrument'used'in‘this
stpd§ was based on characteristics of effectivev
“instruction collected from an eXtensive'revieWgofAthes
_1iterature,'itvis_likelyhthat itjhas face}validity. ’In
additiOn, the instrument:is also'assumed'toﬁhave o |
constructvvalidity because of its.reSearch'base.
In order to'estimateLreliability‘forvthis new
instrument, test-retest reliability was calculated. The'
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'instrument was admlnlstered to a sampléfof 14 senlor
citizen students who were enrolled 1n a non-credlt
writing course offered at an organQZQtlon for retlred
'1ndividuals (Soc1ety for the Retlﬁgdtand Seml—Retlred)

- After a delay of one week the instrument was admlnlstered
_to the s;ne qroup of 1nd1v1duals. Responses obtalned
from thé two admlnlstratlons Were then correlated.' The.
coeff1c1ent of stablllty was found to be .949" whlch '~
suggests that the 1nstrument has very good rellablllty

s~

.fbased on this sample oﬁfsenlor Students.
: 4

As thls questlonnalre was a. newly de51gned ratlng
instrumentJ’no prev;ous»norms‘ex1sted.»xIt 1s for this
reason;that a comparison group_was utiliéedi lThe'survey
was adninisteredphyithis researcher”tO'senlor students
; and‘undergraduate students in'the third‘week of Spring
:Sesslon durlng the last 15 mlnutes of class. Thev |
,~rationale for collectlng the research data well 1nto the
course was so that those individuals who. had been absentk
Lfrom‘course_instructionvfor a period of time had the;l
opportunity’ to reorientate‘themselves to academia.

' This(researcher completed:thebscorihg and narking
‘procedures. . ﬁsing'a LikertnSCale, each subject recelved‘
'a score ratlng of 1 to 5 f%r each questlonnalre 1tem or

varlable whlch is representatlve of a»partlcular

characteristic of effective instruction.

43
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S Data éollectlon ‘

vi;d ‘The’ 1nstructors of the classes to be sampled ‘were
contacted prlor to Sprlng Se551on in order to obtain
their permission to survey students. The ratlonale for
‘the study and the potentlal that 1t has for 1mprov1ng if'.
educatlon and learnlng were. outllned to the course g

instructors, as well. as to the subjects.h In order to

vmlnlmlze thérp0551b111ty of studengs view1ng this survey

as an evaluatlon of the1r present course lnstructor,
dur1ng~the explanatlon of the study 1t was empha51zed
that the focus of ‘the questlonnalre was to tap overall
perceptlons of effective 1nstructlon. To assure
confldent;allty, the sub]ects in both samples were asked

to furnish 1nformatlon anonymously.

5; j‘i . | i ‘ Data Analys1s ‘

Each of the flfteen characterlstlcs (variables) of
~effective 1nstructlon on: the rating 1nstrument was’
scored. Thls ylelded a number from 1 to 5 for'each
subject on each.of the fifteen‘variabies -The?totalf
. scores for each varlable from all subjects in the sénior
sample and from all subjects 1n the undergraduate samplei
were used»to_determlne the meansvand-standard dev1at;ons.
A 'Hotelling_'hs}'l'2 statistical procedure,waspemployed'in
order to test the significanceoof‘differences in ratings
‘among thett&o'populations.: As the-Hotelling{s T*

T e



identified significant differences in ratings: post-hoc
~t-tests were then used to locatéfprecisely where the

differences existed.
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CHAPTER Ivf

RESULTS |

A statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant dlfference was'found
"regardlng overall perceptlons of what constltutes

effectlve lnstructlon between senlors enrolled 1n non*‘
credlt courses durlng Sprlng Session for,Senlors and
undergraduates enrolled in. credlt courses durlng‘Sprlng
Se551on.(T2[15(145],_p<.001)eL-HoweverJ:1n examlning the |
differences between thefseniors andlundergraduates on

each of the 15 characterlstlcs of effectlve 1nstructron:_ihdﬁf
no dlfference was foung to be statlsthally 31gnrlhcant

'Thus the 15 varlables as a group generate a,sagnlficant

,dlfference between the senlors and undergraduates, but no

one varlable, ‘or grouplng of varlables was Strong enough } §
¥ . ) oy
to explaln the dlfferen e.' These results are presented ;

1n Table 5. : = - - ;QELBA.‘. o : R
. . i - ) T ,‘ . : . ?e

The hlghest rated crlterla and thelr means for the

senior. group were as’ follows' '"1nstructor 's. abillty to: . ™

l’

: stlmulate and broaden student 1nterest" (4.792)r

»

"1nstructor s knowledge of the subject" (4.779);:

nlnstructor s communlcation Sklllsu (4.701), and |
. [A } . ] ) [N )

8 : . ;
_"1nstructor s enthu81asm about the subject" (4'701) Th9 -

character;stlcs ranked hlghest by the undergraduate group

TN
,

.

-_1ncludedg “1nstructor s knowledge of the subject"

cor e <« L e



TABLE 5

Perceptions of Effective Instruction:
Means and Standard Deviations
for Senior and Undergraduate g;

- — — D —y - —— — — —  — w— P TES ws E E — ——— —— - — G " = " - - — - - —

~ Characteristic - Seniors graGUates
o g : . M 8D SD
AN Cbmmhnication, ; ’ _ , SN
: skills -~ 4.701 .630 = 4.667 1627
V2 Personality/ oo o .
oo appearance 3.831 .880 3.786 - .805
V3 ‘Stimulapes v S '
interest -~ - 4.792 .408 . .. 4.583 .662
V4 ‘Résearch e e , ‘
- activitijes 3.494 -+ .927 - 3.107 -932
Vs Well N L S
. ‘organized . 4.571 © 0572 4.571 .566
V6 Encourages - - o | _ :
thinking , ' 4.649 .602 4.226  .717
o ¢ . ) . ) . .
V7 Many ' . 5 ' . C '
’ interests 3.779 . .898 - 3.810 1.024
V8 Attitude to - A | =
- student o 4:312 .815 4.321 .763
V9 Interestihg: R _ I .
‘speaker - 4.532° ' .640 © 4.607 .659 -
V10 Experiments/ : | E v -
' - flexible . 4.091 , .798 4.071 - .773
V1l Cooperative/ R | N
~ patient 4.338 .661 4.321 .643
V12 Knowledge S - | , o

of subject - 4.779 .475 4.833  .406



" Table 5 Cont‘’d
CharacteriStic : . Seniors © = Undergraduates -
: - oM ' SD M SD

 V15 Effective . ‘ E : .

" Questions 4.156 .859 4119 .782
' V14 Enthusiasm - : - , .
: for subject T 4.701 586 4.452 .684

' V15 Respects . et o S

: opinions 4.403 .730 ' 4.440 .628 "

—— e I D S " " b Sl D e T R B W " ——————— — " —— e —— -
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(4.833), "instructoris communication_SRills"A(4.667),'and
- "instructor's'lecturing and speaking ability" (4.697) .

An. examination of the standard deViations reveals thatA

there is more unanimity or concensus, fegarding the most |

important characteristics of’ iﬂstruction,%ﬁmong the
senior group than there is anong the undergraduate group.
| The lowest ranked characteristics for both the
'senior and the undergraduate groups included°;_'
"instructor s research and scholarship actiVities"

"instructor s interests",yand "instructor s personality

b"a:.- bal‘:_d. H ;

RVR L

; )
and perSQQQL’appeaq? ce"znghe peans for these

. w :
'°*¥c€aracteris%}cs were 3 ﬁ94 aﬁ779 and 3. 831 for seniors,,'
: %

and 3. 107 3. 810 and 3. 786 E%r the undergraduates

-

%respectively.” The standard deViations for these

characteristiCvaere relatively high for both"goups,

thus indicating less unaniﬁitxi, Figure 1 proJ&des a
. % q,f
visual display of the twqﬂgrgggg ratings on all

variables.é ?g“ﬂg

With regard to the open-ended question related to
4the students' perceptiongof the Single most important
'characteristic-of effective instruction, 66% (N=51)hof
the seniors and 81%. (N—68) of the undergraduates chose a

>3

characteristic which was already listed in the

‘questionnaire; The instructor’s communication‘skills\was.

- most often cited as the single most,importantiﬁ'
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o - 51
characteristic of.effectivevinstruction by both the
senior group (26%) and~the undergraduate group (34%).

Twenty percent of the senlors and 22% of the

: undergraduates 1nd1cated that the “1nstructor s ab111ty

-~

to stlmulate orAbroaden student interest" was most

vimportantf’while 22% of the seniors and 9% of the

fundergraduates indicated the "inﬁt?ﬁctor's Knowledge of

o o ) R S : L
the subject" was the single most important characteristic

of effective instruction. Another 13%'of-the;seniors and’

7% of the undergraduates thoughtithat the mostfimportant

' characteristic was the "instructor’s enthusiasm.about the

L - F“ .
subject". The percentage of responses for

$

, characterlstlcs already llsted in the questlonnalre for

~, . _
the senlor and undergraduate groups, are presented in

Table 6 and Table 7 respectlvely.

P

Twenty f1ve ercent-(N=19) Of the seziors responded
to the open—end questlon wlth ‘a chariik istic'that had

been llsted 1ﬁ£@he que§§i§};b:

e follow1ng

characterlaplcs were among thexrflf;(?hsasfw'iove or

3 -
» LY

dedlcatlon for" teacﬂihg, 1ntere§t ‘in studen

N o =8 :':“'
be understandlng and empathetlc toward students, capac1ty

to be 31ncere and truthful,,wllllngness to glve tlme andi‘

effort to,students abllltyF{; help students reach thelr

<

'l”hlghest potential commltment to 1mpapv1ng the world and

llts people, ablllty to enhance the self esﬂpem of

students, ablllty to provrde,helpful advice to students,



6>
'“skill-in using humor in'teaching, and competence in usingi_
'good‘teaching methods. Table 8 provides a conprehensive |
llst of. the seniors’ novel responses. o f:ﬁ o
Eighteen percent (N=15) of the undergraduates A

. pr6v1ded a noyel response to the open-ended question.
c':Among the characteristics cited as béing the most.
important were: capacity to forn%a good relationship
g with4students, interest in student performanCe‘andd'&yf

student potent1a1 abillty to make 1pstruction
'comfortable and enjoyable, capa01ty tggbe empathetic
jbtoward students, willingness ‘to sacrifice time for -

iapp01ntments W1th students, ability to make criticism

constructive; willingness to allow students to make their
own choices in’terms-ofvtaking particular courses} and
abilityitd feei.chalienged by teaching, Table 9 - provides i ;_ o
a comprehen51ve list of the undergraduates’ novel _ |
’-responses. ' .! |

- The remaining 9%V(Ns7) and 1% (Nsl) of the senior

and undergraduate groups respectively, prov1ded no

response to the open-ended question.

B . 5 . ¢



'TABLE 6

- Singler Most Important Characteristic of Effective
‘Instruction as Perceived by Senior Group--
Percentage of Responses for Characteristics'. A;ready
Listed in Questionnaire

,fCommunicatlon skllls—-lnterprets

abstract ideas and theories clearly ' ,‘ S 26%
Knowledge of subject “72e1‘ , S 22%
_‘Abillty to stimulate or broaden student n : ,
interest. : 20%
Enthusiasm for the subject,. ' ' j'7 B 13%

Ablllty to encourage students to think for : ot
themselves ‘ ' _ : 7%

‘HOrganlzatlon of- ﬂﬁe subject matter and -'o_f_" ' .
course _ o AR ' 3%
Capacity to be self controlled cooperative,.
~and patient . ' ) ‘

(W%
o\

Attltudes toward students whlch are

o

favorable o e s RIS 1.5
Pleasantness of personallty and personal ,
appearance: L - 1.5%
. . : - .
Competence as ailecturer'and-speaker N 1.5%
Tolerance toward. student di
respects student opinion - I.5%

A U L G S S D S S ) D — — T - D . —— ——— — — T —— W T > " i e T e —— —, W w_ —— = v v m—
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TABLE 7
L
. . - ‘ v _' S, _
'Slngle Most . Important Characteristi® of Effective
Instructloﬁ*as Perceived by Undergraduate Group--
Percentage of Resgonses for: Characterlstlcs Already
. : : ¢ Lis ed in Questlonnalre

Characteristic .. < _ ‘ Percentage

.»communication skills—-interpréts

‘abstract ideas and theories clearly . ‘ . 34%
o : ) .

Abllity stlmulate or broaden student .

intere:s (f o . ; , . 22%
Knowledge of subject - ‘ : o ”: : ‘1v‘i9%-'
;Enthu51azp for the subject ' S SRR 7%
Organlzatlon of the subject matter and, ST :
»course R RN ) R - 6%

. ”Tolerance toward student dlsagreement——.

respects student oplnlon ;ﬂ 6%
Ablllty to encourage students to thlnk for " ﬂ;‘
themselves L , ) T 3%
Competence.as a lecturérVand speaker : o ST
Attltudes toward students whlch are. K L i
favorable»” - L ‘ 3%
'Pleasantness of personallty and personal _
appearance _ : ‘ . 2%

Skill at using questions gffectlvely in . :
class discussion | . _ } _ . 2%
Willingness to experiment-—flexibility /%: : 2%

Capac1ty to pe self controlled cooperative,
and patient : o 1%



%

 TABLE 8

Slngle Most: Important Characterlstlc of Effective
Instruction as Perceived by Senior Group--
Novel Responses not Listed in- Questlonnalre

e e ad "’""’---""‘.‘-—--,-~7-----‘_--—--f-——:---f‘ ---------- -
Characteristlc : S , , o Frequency
Love}pr dedication.for_teaching_, , . 4
Interest in students - - o 3

Ability to be understandlng and empathetlc .
toward students DI \ ' o 3

“”*;Capacity to be sincere and truthful > ', L ;2

Willlngness to’ glve time and effort to . »
students S , ‘ 1

‘Abillty ‘to help students reach thelr

: hlghest potentlal o _ o . |
Commitment to improving. the world and 1ts l, | | .
people ' . , o L 1
Ability'to enhance‘the self esteem of etudents' : 1.
'Ability,te provide gflpfulladyiee to studentsh 'd | 1:;;ﬂ
8kill in usrng humor in teaching BN - ' L lf—
Competence -in- using good teachlng methods.:“ o . 1
__________________ %____-:__-,_,-____________-___________
. Q;

=

55 -



&

TABLE 9

Single Most ImportantaCharacteristic of Effective‘
Instruction as Perceived by Undergraduate Group--

T i s D e —— = > S L e S . T S — - —— — —— Y —— — - — W = = —— > w— = w—

fCapaCity to form a good relationship with
© students

Interest in student performance and
" student potential )

Ability to make instruction comfortable
- and enjoyable for the student

vCapacity tc be empathetic towards students

Willingness to sacrifice time for indiVidual
~appointments with students

Ability'to make criticism constfuctive -

'Skill at using aSSignments in an effective
manner . :

Willingness to allow students to make their own
choices in terms of taking particﬁlar courses

Ability to feel challenged by teaching

Novel Responses Not Listed in Questionnaire

- - - —
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CHAPTER V
: .

. .' ’0 ‘ .
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION & IMPLICATIONS
Summary ot the Study -. .
;gehpurposeof this study was two-fold: to
1nvest1gate the perceptlons that undergraduate and senlor
Students have regardlng .what constltutes effective

[}

1nstructlon and to determlne whether these perceptlons
" differ between the'two groups. ’

: A total ofdl61 Uni&ersity of Alberta students,.77
seniors enrolled in Spring Session'for‘Seniors and 84
'undergraguates enrolled in.reguiaraSpring Session,
completed a questlonnalre regardlng 1nstructlona1
‘ characterlstlcs of effectlve 1nstructlon. - A Hotelllng s
T2 was- conducted on the data to test for an overall
'51gn1f1cant dlfference betwspn the perceptlons of senior J
‘.students and the perceptlons of undergraduate students 1n'

terms of the 1mportance of 15 identified characterlstlcs
" of effective instruct;on. Analy51s of data rndlcated
‘that an overall statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfference was .
found between_the perceptxons of,senlorsvand
't;undergraduates‘at‘the ;OOi‘level of sfgnificance;'
However;.inaexamining}the differencesvbetween'the'seniors
and'undef§raduates on each of the iS characteristicsjof:'
effective'instruction; no differenceuwas found‘to-be

57
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statistically significant.

B -

e -

Discussion
. .\r;;;*'
Desplte the fact that the Hotelllng s T2 indicated '

an- overall statlstlcally significant dlfference be'

the perceptlons of senlor students 'and the perce’
undergraduate students, statlstlcally significant
'difrerencesgbetween the two groups on 1nd1v1dua;q
variables-were‘n%t.found.' |

. Based on the findings in this study, it appears that i

°©

both the senior students and the undergraduate students

'tend.to_conqentrate their attentlon on 1earn1ng the

’

' course matter. Thls is ev1dent from the hlgh ranklngs ”

B LM .
- both groups gave to the follow1ng 1nstructlonal g;ﬁ“ 'y
: : L C e
characterlstlcs' "knowledge of the subject matter" s LE
"communlcatlon skllls" and "stlmulates or b jadens S

‘student 1nterest" h Furthermore,”on the open*ended
.questlon both the seniors and the undergraduﬂags'most .5:“{;h
often c1ted these same three characterlstlcs asxpelng |

1mportant in terms -of effectlve 1nstructlon. Alti

: -!. K ‘.:m R TN
" these characterlstlcs were‘ranked as belngvhlgh for “both “;w?'

groups,vthe question arises Qhether they were high for:gx

! . : . ) " “I'
the same reasons.

" : S . S | X
Jﬂﬁ Analysis of the research findingsﬁindicate that _
. seniorlstudents,firstvand;foremostfvaiue the type of

7

inStruction whiCh.faoilitateshlearning by stinulating and
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N ;
1enhanc§ng interest in the subject taught This is in

accord with the,research literature which suggests that
‘ BN .
seniors enrollgim educatlon because of thelr deslre to

Jl:—

study what‘interests them (Bass, 1986, Boshier & COlllns,.

<,

1985; Boshler & Rlddell, 1978; Furst & Steele 1986:‘
Pritchard, 1679; Wolf, 1985). Therefore, the more their
interest’is'stimulated, the more they'will_likely study
andrin turnvlearn.;‘ItﬁfolloWS that instructors who are
fknowledgeable and effectlve communlcators would have a

°J greater chance of succeedlng 1n re1nforc1ng the 1nterest
Ty _ e

.4..” of their senior students., - - ' ey

A é;ko be taught by an instfuctor who ]

]

it appears that the tradltlonal undergraduate
W
students most value the type .of'instructor who ls W%

knowledgeable about the subject matter. This 1lkely has
to do w1th the fact that undergraduates are generally

enrolled in courses which will enable them to gain’

knowledge to prepare them for an occupatlon (Boshler &

Colllas, 1985) "Therefore underg;:*'wyes probably want

: 'ﬁses afgood

'"command of the subject. The undergraduates also
empha51zed the 1nstructor s communlcatlon skllls and his
ablllty to stlmulate and broaden student interest. It

'.follows that if the student 1s to pass tests» wrlte

’ reports, and obtaln(a certatn\grade polnt average in the

- course, the course content must be conveyed clearly and

~in’'such a manner‘whlchvmalntalns and stlmulates ‘the -0

Sy

o
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student's‘interest. Henoe,fit appears that perhaps'for,
'.'different reasons, both undergraduates and seniors would
benefit from 1nstructors who are- knowledgeable, who are -

veffectlve commun;cators, and who have.the ablllty‘to

G A

~ stimulate interest. ¢ ' '
Although not statistically significant' the<largest(
difference between the perCeptlons of senlors and

undergraduates in this study was on the characteristlc
r

‘"encourages students to'thank_for themselves". Both
groups'indicated'that this characteristic was important

: /
however, seniors ranked 1t even hlgher in importance &han ,

&

the undergraduates. The hlgh rat1ng of thlS
characterlstlc lS con51stEnt w1th the research in-
andragoglcal study whlch suggests that adult students are

self,motlvated, autonomous, -and thrlve .on taklng‘control

of their own learning, rather than relying on others

»

(Brookfgield‘ ‘1986 Cross, 1986; Eldred, 1985) . Although

a

‘the dlfference is notistgtlstlcally 51gn1f1cant\~the ;“

;senlors rated thrg&characterlstlc as’ belng even hlgher in

-

1mportance than. did the undergraduates which leads us to. v'

v conjecture that the desire to control one’s own 1earn1ng,

and educatlonal 1ndependence and self motlvation increase_'”
w1th the age of the, student._ Thls assumptlon, however, o

is somewhat questlonable based on the hlgh ranking that

" the senior students gave to the 1nstruct10nal

.characterlstlc "ablllty to stlmulate or broaden student



| interest". That is, if nontraditional students are seif
notivated and seek to controiftheir own learning,'it
would seem that an instructor who Stimulates student
interest would not be considered'thatbimportant (keller &
,SWitzer, 1983). Perhaps this finding implies that
vaithough nontraditional‘students tend to befself

motivated and enjoy taking”control of their own learning, .

they Still value the type of instructorvwho'stimulates

and enhances thelr already keen de51re to learn. In VR

essence, the instructor plants the seeds of lnterest
which the student w1ll later cultlvate in whatever manner
best facilitates his own learning. . |
.As“the‘questionnaire\developedﬂfor this study was
based on research_with traditional undergraduate_
\populations}"the possibility exiSts'that-common

"

characteristics specific to senior students mith not

LY

,have been'included It is for thls Treason that. the
--researcher utlllzed an open-ended questlon asklng

respondents‘to‘ipdlcate the 51ng1e most 1mportant

characteristic of effectiVe'instruction. Twenty-flve

"percent of the senior respondents chose a novel

characterly,{cothft was’ not already llsted 1n the fq

p - e',ﬁthough 18% . of the undergraduate
respondents also chose a novel characterlstlc, ana1y51s
shows that thelr responses were dlfferent when compared

to the senlors. "In thelr novel responses, senlo s most

A
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¥4 often cited the instructor’s love or dedication for
y . R

L -
teaching as‘being first in importance, followed by . their

interest in the students, their understanding and
'empathetic manner, and their‘sincerity and truthfulness. -
'&&erall, these characteristics,seem to emphasize the
instructor's perSonalitYdand interactive.dimensions,

while ignoring. the role—related dimensions such as
evaluation. If an instructor were toHdisplay the.
characteristics that the seniors cited as being o o N
_important, they wouldﬂlikely serve,to‘motivate the seniorﬂ
students’ interest, while at the'same time allowing'them
to.relax and enjoy education._ Furthermore, the emphaSis

‘on the 1nstguctors’ enjoyment of teaching concurs w1th

ther research in the area of nontraditional student

Bl

B populations (Keller & Switzer, 1983; Pfister, 1978).

Undergraduates, on the otherlhand- indicated that the

1nstructors' relationship &ith their- students was most

important followed by their interest 1n student

' performance and-potential, and theirjability to make

.instruction comfortable and-eﬁﬁayable. Emphasis of these

,characteristics suggests that undergraduates, unlikerb
’seniors, are more concerned/about getting along withethe
instructors who. grade them and haVing‘an 1nstructor ‘who
is 1nterested in their progress toward their career while

@at the same time making 1nstruction comfortable and

enjoyable, and thus less 1nt1m1dating.



e
H

. Implications

‘It the demographic . structure contlnues to change as
the statist1c1ans predlct and if the number of senlor
'students attendlng post-secondary lnstltutlons steadlly
increases, educators ought to be: prepared for the change
If instructors ‘were to- understand the expectatlons of the
'senior students, they could attempt to 1ncrease the1r
effectiveness by modlfylng thelr 1nstructlona1 methods
'acoordlngly. In order to make the educatlonal experlence
"more~re1evant for older adults,'educators most also be
‘aware of the special needs and 11fe 51tuatlons of senlors,
. and de51gn thelr 1nstructlon to meet these needs.. _

Ed cators who want to 1mprove thelr 1nstruct10nal ,
.’methodssneed‘to be cognlzant of how the’ senlor,studentsf' o fQ
) perCeptions'ofneffective instruction.may:differufrom‘the
_more traditionai.undergraduate:student popuiation,‘ The ;

characterlstlcs of effectlve 1nstructlon that the senlor

»students in thlS study 1dent1f1ed as belng most 1mportant

included in théigollow1ng order. the.anstruZtor s'g%f3efif;f£%§?;;
T CED
ablllty to stlmulate or broaden student 1nterest,%the i;%ﬁ??;“nf
1nstructor s knowledge of the subject matter, the;qyf;§gvﬁg'f%2f‘i%
.1nstructor s communlcatlon skllls,_and the 1nstructor s . ‘: ;ﬂf%ﬁfj

enthu51asm about the sunject matter. The order of the

characterlstlcs that the undergraduate students 1nd1cated

as belng most 1mportant were as follows' 1nstructor s:;f;ﬂ,‘#" '

A .

Sy e
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knowledge of the subject matter, the instructor’s

communication skills, and the instructor’s lecturing and”

speaking ability. A further implication for instructors

of both 'seniors and undergraduates arises from all
students’rlow‘ranking of the follow1ng characteristics:
the’instruCtor's research'and schoiarship activities, the-
instructor’s interests, and the‘instructor’s personality |
and personal-appearance.‘ This implies that a though
these characteristics may be valuable for instructors to

possess, they are not perceived‘by the students in this )

n

_ study to be of essential importance for instruction toibe

effective.

' Institutions of‘higher education havela
responSibility ‘to employ the most approprfg%e instructor
poSSible for teaching undergraduate and senior students

An awareness of undergraduate,and senior students’

preferences, in terms of the characteristics of effective |

T

instruction,'could aid administrators in evaluating the
'probable teaching success of prospective instructors.

For‘example, the follow1ng questions‘may be conSidered

,_xwhen'interviewing teaching candidates: Does he/she”

possess the ability to broaden- and stimulate student

-interest7 Does he/shé'demonstrate conSiderable knpwledge

riabout the subject area he/she intends to teach’ Does

Hhe/she communicate clearly durihg the interView° Does

,_he/she speak w1th enthuSiasm about past teaching

e T .

A o o
R
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“ experiences° .Such questlons can aSSlSt admlnlstrators in
selecting 1nstructors who will likely de51gn thelr
‘instruction to make educational. experlences more relevant
for undergraduate and senior students.

Since the open-ended questlon regardlng the. most l
important characterlstlc of effective lnstructlon ylélded
several novel‘responses by the seniors, there is a
possibility that characteristics of effective instruCtion
specific to senlor students mlght have been excluded on
"the questlonnalre. The 1mpllcatlon for this flndlng is
-that further research needs to be undertaken 1n the area

of senior students’ perceptlons of effectlve 1nstructlo!b

. in order that a questlonnalre, whlch/is based on research

e

‘1nvolv1ng both undergraduate studenﬁs and senlor
students, can be developedu

,Based on the research findings,ethe overall f- i
4

statxstically 51gn1f1cant dlfference found between the-.VF

.. -

perggpt ons of senlors and undergraduates ralses the =

B

.questldn of whether the dlfference 1nd1cated was a result

of age or course .credit status. . Given the llmltat;ons of

this study thls questlon cannot be answered and we must

‘;1‘: .
7

conclude that the dlfference found day have been due to a
combinatlon of the two varlables. Further research in

this area mlght profltably focus ondthe comparison of
. ) > ~ Tt
-senior students enrolled in credlt courses w1th

i .
undergraduates-enrolled Ln‘credltﬂcourses.g.Thls would

65 .
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"allow the researcher to examine age by &tself as the

independent variable, opposed to age and course credit

status combined as in this study. The findings uncovered

by such a future stgdy would serve to shed further light

‘®n the limited body of research surrounding education for

t

older adults. 4
As this study was conceived and ex;;uted to provide
avbétter understanding of the perceptions of adult :
studénts; the researgh findingé have value not only for/7>
improving education and learning for senior studéhts, but .
d;so forlﬁraditional undergraduate students. By'being;v

U P N . - ‘ . ; : ’
awareg%gfthe instructional. characteristics that specific

v,

opulations view as being effective, instructors
%o improve their instructional methods can.

X

>9 so by modifying their teaching style

~

"l"; from the results of this study that

lere is ag overall difference between

&
dl
N

DLW

Yjraduate students’ perceptions of

&

senior and un

3

effective instruction, however, no one characteristic of

inStrucﬁion‘yields a statistically significant

difference. That is, the relative importance éttached to

the;various characteristics‘indiéates'that both senior
students and undergraduate students havéfSimilar'Qiews~‘
regarding the characteristicé of'effedtivé inStrﬁction{

The findings'and.the-cdnclusions of the present study may

A
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serve to encourage renewed thinking with régard‘to the -

education affered to adult students. S
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. C H A R¢ A C T E RIS T I c S 0 F:-
-~ E F‘F E C T I V E I N S- T R°'UCT: I O N

. .',0'.‘ 3 [\ B ."’. )
‘ THE PURPOSE OF THIS/SURVEY LS T0 DETERMINE YOUR OPINION ON THE
‘IMPORTANCE aF: VARIOUS CHARACTEPISTICS OF EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION

78

| YOUR JUDG"ENT ON THE IMPORTANCE OF EACH CHARACTERISTIC OF EFFECTIVE

PNSTRUCTION SHOULD" BE BASED-ON 'YOUR PAST EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCES AND NOT
_ON- ANY ONE PARTICULAR/&NSTRUCTOR THIS IS NOT AN. EVALUATION OF YOUR- PRESENT
| INSTRUCTOR Gl ey :4,‘-‘, TR

QP‘A R~TT-A3>;;'1_€}1 .T§{3ff"}aaj T

PLEASE RATE' EAcH OF\THE FOLLO“ING CHARACTERISTICS OF- EFFECTIVE
"INSTRUdTION USING THE RATING"SCALE BELOW. - RECORD YOUR RESPONSES BY ‘
(CIRCLING)ONE RANK FOR EACH: CHARACTERISTIC OF EFFECTIVE gnsTRUCTION.
 PLEASE RATE AL CHARACTERISTIGS AND: DO NOT CTRCLEHORE THAN OME; RANK

FOR ‘EACH: Y A e
S T g e e

Dt e o VERY LOW S T.e 4o -VERY HIAH

RN “ooo.T 0% . U IMPORTANCE- S L T IeneTanNce

COMMUNICATION SKILLS-— 1 - 2 3w s

;.INTEPPRETS ABSTRACT IDEAS | - e
“AND - THEORIES CLEMRLY. . S N

]{1“ . k. ) : :.’u.'/ ; ' . . C . : - .

. PLEASANT PERSONALITY R T N R T
| oa PERSONAL APPEARANCE - DR |

| —

3. ABILITY.TO STIMULATE 1 2 . 3N 4 5
© OR BROADEN STUDENT INTEREST. - e b



>

) _RESEARCH--SCHOLARSHIP -

. ACTIVITIES

ENCOURAGES STUDENTS T0

600D ORGANIZATION OF THE
SUBJECT MATTER “AND COURSE.

THINK FOR THEMSELVES.

. HAS A VARIETY OF INTERESTS.

>

ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENTS

| WHICH ARE EAVORABLE.

12,

15,

.'SELF CONTROLLED;:
“COOPERATIVE, PATIENT. -

KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECT.

.'.INTERESTINGaAS A hECTURER-—
vgeoon SPEAKING ABILITY .

,”NILLBNG TO EXPERIMENT-- -
ff_FLEXIBLE

& \

o \,

.'EFFECTIVE USE OF OUESTIONSI

IN CLASS DISCUSSIONS

. ENTHUSIASTIC ABOUT THE
»SUBJECT

Respgcrg‘srunsnr OPINION--

1S TOLERANT TO STUDENT

 DISAGREEMENT. .

IMPORTANCE

w

4y

VERY HIGH 79

IMPORTANCE

P2



PART B: S I 80

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT:

IN MY OPINION, THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTIC OF EFFECTIVE
INSTRUCTION IS (THE CHARACTERISTIC THAT YOU CHOOSE MAY OR MAY NOT BE
ONE ALREADY MENTIONED): ‘

PART C: . R
PLEASE COMPLETE THE PERSONAL INFORMATION BELOW. RECORD YOUR. | . -
. " B l
RESPONSES BY PLACING A CHECK (¥) IN THE BLANKS PROVIDED. 00 NQT .
SIGN YOUR NAME o - ' ) s
. N . ' . , s
1. WHAT IS‘YCUR SEX? R . v
o MALE FEMALE
2. WHAT 1S YOUR AGE? R » o
‘ e AT
18 - 2% YEARS L I .
25 - 34 YEARSf;1‘"€‘ . | R
35 - 4% YEARS | e
45 - 54 YEARS '.(/4' S
55 - 64 YEARS R .
65 - 74 YEARS

75.¢ YEARS o«



3, WHAT 1S THE EXTENT OF YOUR EDUCATION? (PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE
CATEGORY THAT INDICATES THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE .
5COMPLETED)

UNIVERSITY WITH DEGREE . .

UNIVERSITY WITHOUT DEGREE ?5
) ’ 4

TRADE CERTIFICATE OR DIPLOMA AND OTHER NON UNIVE%;ITY TRAINING

-

HIGH 'SCHOOL WITH SECONDARY CE_RTIFICATE OR DIPLOMA

_____HIGH SCHOOL WITHOUT SECONDARY CERTIFICATE OR DIPLOMA»@:E‘

%

LESS THAN GRADE 9

4. ARE YOU ATTENDING SPRING SESSION FOR SENIORS?

B

NO

———

YES. PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU HAVE
ATTENDED L : v ' '

/ .

"THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP I



