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" course. The prcgrams in the New Testament did not receive adegquate

. Prcgrams in the introduction to religion course concerned Hinduiss:

<

Student responses. The main purpose of the CAI project was to teach

1 3
o ) “

irterpretive skills. The most positive results came in the logic

testing, and the programs fin an ingtroduction to religicn were not
tyrical exasmples of the programs for vhich the project was designed
Prograns vere prepared in the EYBASIC language, and im 1976, with the
installation of a new PDP-11 minicomputer, they were ccnverted to
BASIC-PLUS and tested with students. The so-called syncitic problenm
vas taught both by lecture and CAI in the new testament coursen

one asked students a variety.of questions about the caste system in .
Ipdia, while the other dealt with the four traditional stages'in a
man's ideal life in Hinduism. The prograss ' in introductcry religion
vere evaluated by unsolicited comments from students, student
evaluations and comments solicited by a questionnaire, and student
perfotmance on the final examination. In evaluating €he logic course,
which taught the concept of generalization, it wa's found that many
students vere repeating the exercises several tinmes until they felt
that they knew the material thoroughly. It is conoluded that the
computer .is 'a valuable téa!hing tool in the humanities, and that its
applications can be extended. Descriptions of the programs and
statistical analysis of studemt evaluations are appehdeq( (SW) b

a
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USING THE COMPUIER TO TEACH MﬁTHODS
AND INTERPRETAITVE SKILLS IN THE HUNANITIES:

v IMPLEMENTING A, PROJECT F%'
"t.v

Bruce William Jones '?*%f:%;
. o . ‘.‘—%&&
1T
In 1975 the Chance]]or S 0ff1ce of the Ca]lforntévstate Un1vers1ty

and Col]eges system a]Iocated money for three facu]ty members at ztjffornla

'A State CoT]ebe, Bakersfleld to prepare programs for compu‘l}-ass1
instruction (CAI): ‘Jacquelyn Ann Kegley in logic; thhard t. Stockton - *
in Engllsh 1iterature; and myse]f in re11g10us stud1es, /Programs viere
-prepared in the EXBASIC language, and in 1976, with the installation of
a new P[SP-ll m1n1 computer on campusi, they viere converted to BASIC PLUS

amd tested with students Va

-

Because of hnforeseen de]d}s in 1mb]ementing the progrdms in English
>11terature, they have not yet\heen tested with students. The present
paper will describe the results and respohses of students to‘the.programs
in logic and re]igious studies It &i]l be divided into three parts,
reperting resu]ts in (1) Re]igious Studles 302 New Testament, (2) "

.~ Religious Studies 101, Introduction to Religion, and (3) Philosophy 162,
Logic. . Implementation in Religious Studies 301, 01d Testament, will come

L 4

later. . . -




I.. New ?estament . I

—

-

At this stage, the resu]ts in‘R S 302 are the most disappointing of
our three courses, a1though I believe that potentiaiiy the CAI programs - o

- for this course are the most creative. ’ , o
( ~ “ o :
- The probiems with this course arose largely because it was the first

of the three.~ It helped to pave the vay for”the other two, but its .own

casualties were high R S$.302 was sohedu1ed for winter quarter 1976.

We origina]iy anticipated thas-eur new mini- computer would be operating

smooth]y by January 1. Then the instal]ation sthedule was rev1sed further v
compiicated by some equipment deiays and technical difficuities before the
system reached its present level of smooth operation. Now, the mini- '

_computer, with its effic(jrt fast, quiet cathode -ray tube terminals,

‘» . X
. 1, N _

The most frustrating part of ‘the delay was the unexpected probiems

is a wonderfu] improvement over our. previous system

. associated with. moving the programs from the Targe csuc computer to our

own nnni computer. Eight different CAI exercises had been prepared for

the course by summer 1975, each taking an estimated'ls minutes for a student
to complete. By the end'of the course, only tWo (sYNoP series. See'
appenaix i.) of the eight were in usagie\iqzm;'and they were ready 1ong‘ | \\\\.
afterzthe "pedagogicai moment" when they shou‘d have been used in the- ,
course Thus, they received oq\y\a partia], inadequate test The six
. TIM programs cou]d not be used in the. c1ass at a]] because of the delay.

Eirst, Tet me offer a word of expianatibn about those delays., The

programs had to be rewritten in a new language. *'Much .of each pregram was

,
1
v j .Q“ ~

- ' s, N t. . H ’ \.
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o workable jn its old form, and:much of ‘the needed translation could be
l . K - ' “
done quickly and smoothix. However, the New Testament programs wér\ -

sophist#ated and complex. Some of the more sophisticated aspects presented
. ophisticated transiation prob]ens. The Computer Center staff, particularly
5
Robert Otto and Melvin Burscein, were very helpful and accommodating, so

that gventually the programs were usable. However, for a time it appeared '

P sy

3

that each solution would present two new problems.
- L

A major handicap was the limited memory capacity a]]ocated to any
one program by the ;nini computéer. All of my programs were too long for
the mini-computer and they had to be divided ("chained"), so that one old

program became three or four programs in the new system. (To the user.a

'group of sevéral chained pfograms acted as a. sing]e unit, and for convenience’
in this paper will be .treated as a single program J) In simp]er‘program
the(process of subdividing and creating "chains" could be conp]eted fa{ily
quickly, but it invo]ved ‘considerable frustration for these programs In

the future, now that we know the 1imi¢ations of our equipment, our new 7 .°

L4 ’

. \ programs can be planned accdrdingly from the beginning Fortunately, the

o ‘ programs for our other proaect courses did not:pr@sent these problems.

‘4ﬂ.;ause of the de]ay in- the avai]ability of the programs, my p]ans ' ,
for the.course had to be changed. I had intended to teach the so- ca]]ed
"synoptic probjem” almost exClusively ;i;n the CAI programs. I decided, A‘,ﬁ:
for the sake of the students, that T could not de]ay the topic until the.
programs were ready. Therefore, I lectéired about the synoptic problem, °
Because the topic is complex and confusing, I devoted considerable class

time to it. That meant that when the SYNOP programs were available, the 7

e




students were already. fam111ar w1th their subject matter, and the programs -

. never got the test they deserved. - LS

/\- ~ e
However, in spite of these changes, the programs made a signjficant

contributlon to student Tearning. In a survey conducted at the end of the
quarter, 75% of the respondents said "Before ) d1d the SYNOP programs,‘I.
thought that I did understand the so- -cafled. ‘synoptic problem' fairly

we]] " 25% sa1d they did not. However, 67% of the students who comp]eted

(

. one or both programs-said "After doing the SYNDP programs, I think I.
1

understand the~'synoptic problem' a little better" or “mych better than

before." OnIy 33% noted no significant change. A 1arge maJorlty‘then

beneﬁited considerab'ly from the use ‘ the programs., even though they -*

s

g
thought they a]ready understood the material -- and had, 1in fact, understood

1t as well as they could 1f CAI had not been ava11ab1e to them

¥

Y ' . -
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whole project. They were frank?y

II. Introduction to Religion o
} L

Computer programs were used 1n spring quarter in two sectrons of

L091C and=in“one section of RS 101 Introductwon to'Re11glon.

ntended.to“teachclnformgtlgn#_yhereas

the main thrust of our proaect—was directed toward crea+1ng open -ended.

. L _— ,
The CAI programs in R S 101 wfre the 1east innovative'on!s of’the

} progr"’ that he]ped students come to one of severa1\poss1b1e conclus1ons .,

and to defend the conc1usion against various obJectlons. T%ey were in-
tended to help students make careful observatlons and to make complex

dec1s1ons about their observatz";. The programs for RS 101 taught

. trad1t1ona1 materia] ih which ¢here wds only one right answer for most

. AenJoy the experience. sThe program was wrstten*;o dea? w1th ‘the 1§;t1a1

?uestions, in contrast to our intent in the.other programs of dealing

with top1cs {or which there might be several “r1ght answers."?
{

In spite of these 11mdtat10ns{ the resu]ts were encourag1ng, and
® o VT
student_response was enthusiastic. b .
1

Three programs were used in;the course.~,TRY uas simply a typing‘
rexercise to accustom ;tudents to the computer tefmihdl.. It asked simple
questions and _gave some humorous responses 1n theehope that students/wouTB"

fear we found among many students at their first contact w1th a computer

'term!na]




of Hinduism. The f1rst, CASTE, asked students a variety of quest1ons
about the caste system in Ind1a. The other, STAGES dea]t with the four
tradit1ona1 stages in a man's "ideal" Tife 1n H1ndu1sm The four stages
const1tute a k1nd of re]ig1ous mode1 for the good 11fe ‘Both programs

re1nforced what the student already knew from redtNng, prov1ded new

~-mformatwn wheh needed and corrected any m1s1nformat1on the student

m1ght have. There was a]so some dr111 in the techn1ca1 terminology used” *

‘to describe the castes and the stages. In these two programs, students

could answer- many of _ the quest10ns with e1ther an Eng]1sh term or a
techn1ca1 Sanskr1t term If the student knew only the English- 1anguage

answer, “then he or 'she was given the term in Sanskrit. STAGES has an -

| optional drill in -the Sanskrit términology, available at the choice of

the student.n )

The programs in Relfgious,StJdies 101 can be evaluated by three

»

different kinds of student response: (1) unsolicited comnents from

" students, (2) student eva]uations and comments solicited by a quest1onna1re,

“and (3) student performance on the final examination.

. ideass, They are ungraded. -

~

e

ATT of the unsolicited comments from students dn R S 101 came from |
diaries which all students were required €3 keep. The diaries afe handed
in weekly; there is nosrequiremgnt about the1r content. They may be as
short or as Tong asﬁthe writers wish. Some students comment on weeklj

-readings-or events in class. Othens BEscribe personal events or individual

‘ >
CEN .

Nine students chose to comment in some way (é6ne af them twice)-about

7the combuten éxercises. The writers are not a random ‘sample of the class, -
, : by




Q,{ .

of course, but then- comments may be more s1gni’f1cant because they were-
spontaneous and unsolicited. AH were falrly positive. They are‘ given

" here, in order of appeamn’ce: g
L . : A .
s ' "l really did enJoy the compudgr e)(erc1ses, It was really neat |
\ .
worklng with the computer terminals. I was able to ga1n some know]edge .

- from the exerc1ses coni:ermng H'Indu'lsm "

”I Jjust hope that computers are used fot thlngs hke £his and stop

. puttmg people out of work. . o DN

d 4 ;.
"I also h‘ked the computfr test.! .

(This comment is-revealing in the way it reflects a chmmon étudent
Qendency to regard questions -at "tests" which affect their grades. The
comnuter programs were introduced as ‘aids to 1earmn&rather than as

[/
tests. ip fagt, the 1nstruc_:tor ne\jer knew what answers were ‘give.n.)

. \
"Oh - those computer -pregrarfIs are sp\ne.at. I did TRY on Friday,

and CASTE }f:'esterday. 'These corﬁputers are' a lot .o’F fun -« and personally

they help me a lot. *They he;p emphasize what you think is important -- ;

and it's a,fun way to 1ear'n -- and it he]ps me remenber 1onger ’

Terr'l;u: ded." : v

1] - h
.

"

"I really enjoyed work'lng with the computer. It wa$ a’change in

'Iearning " Besides 1earmng how to operate the teletype and computer)

. I 1earned more about the caste system More classes should use the
. o computer as a part of the learning proceés. "It makes 1earn1ng that much
S more enjoyeble." N é ’ ‘




. study be. very benef1c1a1 *

*

"With our initiation" the cbmputer I see som° real valq?eto 1ts

-».t*‘

(the1r) use. Espec%%11y ‘when 1ncorporated ‘into the entlre quartqi,

"It will offer a routfhe -break™and when directly related’ to ‘the classroom ,

1

-

t}
Y \
N, ‘ . . ..
* Tow

“I've' really been enjoyingsthe computer exercises. I:wfsh ve had

more. They're funi" l :

[
Vo
) S

! 5

"The computer programs are go1ng to be very 1nterest1ng I think
1t will be a good eXperlence for most of us Probab]y the c]osest any "

of us W111 get to a computer 1s a_pocket ca]culator.“

. -
L .

"1 did-STAGES this morningj\ and CASTE for the 3rd tine. 1 wish more

of my classes: used 1nteresting teachlng a1ds 11ke that. It rea]]y heips."

B4

"I feﬁt that the. computer programs he]ped mg in 1earn1ng the Hirdu

. caste system and ‘the stages of life. The, first run through- both was-

hard, but the second time, I Mund that 1 had rgmembereﬂ the answers.

>

TRY was fun.” It was a heh experﬂehce for me to have a computer talk back

] ’ ‘ ' :‘ ' R

to me- >, . K - - - . * *
. - ’ . ’ & ° : 7
~.| . ‘

The theme of fun, 1nterest1ng,”or enaoyment appears frequently.

For this groupdpf students, at,least, even if the CAI exerc15es had not

taught some 1nformatlon about Hindqlsm, they wou]d have made an 1mporaant

contributlon to education by making 1t more pleasant.

P
4
*

. Additional comments came anonymously from a few students at the end

»

"t'

of tﬂi quarter In each of our CSCB c]asSes students are reqU1red to fi]] ;

- ;

L™ : . . : Al \

»~




out a’standardized Student Opdnionnafre‘of Courses'anﬂ‘lnstruction (socr).
Jhere is Space for written comments, although few use 1t. In this ( .
. o instance, when askéd -to suggest changes in the instructor's approach ‘
"\ 1n the: course,‘one student wrote "more of the computer1zed work," and
another sa}d “Use more computer programs;“ None of the wr1tten conments .
had any negative evaluation of the computer exercises, except-that one
L student ﬁrote 'On the computer exercises it was not always, clear whether ' L
“ta” answer in Sanskrit or English, but on some questions I had never heard . o
of the Sanskrit sé‘l 1earned -t from the computer. The only other
reference to the computer in the written comments came from 2 student
‘zio exp1a1ned why- he of she had not completed the exercises: "I thought -
. that the programs were taken out of the computer."
. . N
' A comment from a former student‘who saw the computer e{erc1ses should '

14

also be added here to conc]ude this section:. "I'didn‘t know-a computer

could be so much fun. If would have made it a lot easder ‘to learn if we

R

had had that when I-took the course:."

. ' e - " - : ' W 'y
. A'multipTe choice evaluation questionngire was administered neﬁyfthe\Y/ B
LI Y . e ‘(

‘end of the quarter in R S 101. Thirty stude ts tomp]eted the survey.- -Nobt. . -
\ all of the respondents had comp]eted all of the programs at the time of

' the survey (in spite of due dates and rem1nder§ However, to my surprise,-,

. many students 1;ed the programs_repeated]y. Eve the simple TRY exercise ¢ '
. . . - ’ “

A

was”used from four to.six times by four students.! Rour students used CASTE

g -

three or, four times and eleven used it twice. Exa t]y 50%, then used it~ ")
more than ohce. Even though there are a limited number of" response-options

in each program, students were apparently not bored by mu]tip]e use. I

’ ) v . L]
]
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venture to guess that a textbook would not be re-read sgibften Students

-

] probab]y 11ked the pbs1t1ve re1nforcement in the programs when r1ght

answers were giveh, but® also the computer provided unlimited opportunities

for the student to repeat something-until it was mastered. « [ ' .

~ & ‘ " - - :
) Interestmg]y, a]( of the students who d1d .even one computer exerc1se
Judged them to“be "very helpful® (12 students) or "fa1r1y helpfu1" (17

students) "as an a1d to 1edrn1ng."
or "not he?pfu] at all." ’ e L

‘ E]even students (41% of those whozrep11ed to that'ﬁtem) said, “After

* doing the CASTE" rogram, I think I understand the caste system a little

No one considered them- "'not too,helpfu]“

better than before“ and another e]even (41%) said “much better than before."

Five»students noted no maJor change, apparent]y having a]ready understood

it well from their read1ng. None said they understood-it 1ess’we]1 after
' ' o R i R
doing the program. ¢ o ’ : \

~ .~

Féewer students completed STAGES, but. the resoonse was slightly more
Enthusiastic, proportionately. (For a more detgi]ed stat15t1ca1 ana]ys1s

1

of the survey results, see Append1x 2.) A

The final examination jnc]uded a question’in which students had to

. write on one of four topics, two of which dealt with material from the .-
computer exercises. The four topics were:’
s

. The Four Noble Truths of Buddhism
. The Hindu caste.system *

"The "stages of life" of Hinduism .
D. The role of the gods in Hinduism

nw>

.
[AERM

L ]

Eagh had been dea]t with, br1ef1y in reading assignments; of the four, the
Buddhist noble truths had received the most* e‘xtenswe tfatmEnt in reading.

12

2

.

. etoa
L -~
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- > . :
- The ch1ef d1fference 1n the handhng of the four subJects was that the - )

first and f’ourth were covered in detail in c1ass 1ectures but not by CAI.

-, - The second and third subjects were covered’ by the CAI- programs but hot - -

1 . in c]ass 1eetures 1 chose the four top1cs dehberate]y in order to see "

* whether the students were more 'hke]y to chbose the CAl alternatwes and

I was the" on]y eva]uator of the qua'hty ofothe answers\, SO the scores .
U of students may have been 1nf1uenced by my own expectatwns and b1ases -
The student grades therefore, are not‘n'eces‘sar\ﬂy a rehable jndicator
) of the success of the CAI programs. As a matter,of fact,, there was orily
) q‘a nght diffe ce between the grades of the €Al group (2.66 GPA)\no -
f "; the non-CAI group (2.74). The grade dist 1butlon ins tﬁ non-CAI" group d

1 - Was very 1rr‘egu1ar because most of those who descr1bed “the four noble
%ruths d1d so very well and the two students who de5crﬁ;ed the H1ndu gods

e wrote poor answers for some reason. T Co .

Da 0 & Two more objectiye criteria distinguish the ‘groups of students who

o answered the four altérnatives First, the ¢hoices ‘they made indicated
the topic.on which each “8f them beheved he om‘he"c’bu]d perform best.

The_four quest1ons were chosen by 10,.11, 6 and 2 /students, respect1ve1y

T In othﬂ: words, 17 Out of 29 (53-«'5%) thought == in their own se]f—eva]uat1on -

0
. that they knew most about one of thﬂ#A.I—taught topics. . R
- . ~ /
P Another obJective.measure of the' answers s ‘their relative empjo’ent
of e19n technieal termino]ogy _Each8f the four questions could be
5 answered w1‘thout using fore1gn terms, but seyeral technica] terms in Sanskrit
..‘. ' ‘ .: ’ T .’. ' A " g
o ,‘ - - , 13 - . .

’ .
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-(dr Pali) would have been @appropriate for eaZh answer. The four Hindu‘stages'
. of 1ife or the four castes could be named in English or.Sanskrit. The noble
truths’ have Pa]i terms assoctated with them. ‘Foreign names were part1cu1ar1y
appropriate in the folirth questlon, a good ansver shou]d name specific gods |

and. there are no recogndi/d Eng]lsh equlvalents for the1r pProper names.
Eefore the exam, I judged that- there was nearH9 equal ‘exposure to

foreign terms between the CAI topics and the non-CAI top1cs w1th perpaps

" a s]ight advantage in favor of ‘the non-CAI subJects - The Pali termsﬁssld

1n.connect19n with the Buddhist noble truths.were mentioned in both reading’

. and iecture, and were written on the b]ackboard during 1écture The Sanskrit

terms for\the stages of life and the castes did not 9épear 1n the assigned
readlng, but were used in the CAI programs. Names of three gods and one

' term for them co11ect1ve1y, tr1murth1 were used in the reading. Those

- Same names, plus the names of seg;ral other gods and goddesses were uted
- - - \

$.
in 1ecture writtep on the blackboard and repeatéd:iater in class during

visua] presentations (s]tdes and plctures) ’
3 . .o ) " -

The foreign tErms were u5ed much more by the'stqdents who wrote on the

two CAI topics. The frequencies may be represented in table form, as fo]iows:

’ ' . Four noble “ C -
ol - truths Caste Stages Gods <”

. N¥foreign terms | 6 (60%) 2 (187) | 5(83) | 1.450%)-
b 108t 3 | 1am 0 |
2 “ 2 (20%) 1 208 |0 1 (50%)
3 - 1 (30%) 1) | o ° o |
4 or more - 3 (272) 0 0

- .
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Combining the two CAI questions together and the two non-CAI questions
produces thisytable: ‘
CAI Non-CAI ' e

* No‘foreign terms 7 (41%) 7 .(58%) E . . .
1 4 (24%) | 1 (8%) . ' .\
2 () | 3 (5% B :
F 1G62) . | 1(sn) T |
4 or more s | o .
)

Thus, 59% of those who answered one of the CAI questlons used at 1east
one forelgn term whereas on]y 42% of the non -CAI group did so.

Unfortunately the sample is far too small for any dogmatlc cpnc1u51ons,

" but there is some suggestlon, at least, that CAI alded in the reca]] of - .
technical details. . ' ‘
. *
e | . .
¢ These results may be more.significant because the students were .
not asked specifigally for foreign terms. Those which were ysed were L
given spontaneous1y. "
N . 4 [} -
/
M
. / .
| '
[ 4
: -, ,
* »
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- ‘ III. Logic
N . . . ' ' ‘ M ‘e
;o ) a r .
° »' ¢ 0f gthe “three sources the most pos1t1ve resu]ts came in Philosophy

¢ /
o 104' Logic.’ That is part1cu1ar1y encouraging to me since this was the .
nr,}\v : courSe jn which the CAI programs written spec1f1ca11y under the terms and
A ~ 'Y

e purposes of the grant recelved the most thorough evaluatjon. The P grams A

. :}#éyﬂ\‘ in.New Testament d1d not receive adequate testlng, as noted‘gbove and

& -
o the programs in Introductlon to Rellglon were not typicar examp]es of the
- programs for which the pro,]ect was deS'lgned ’
€ 4’ "’ . -~ ‘ §'
‘. 3 Two sections of LOg1c were taught by Jacque]yn Ann Keg]ey durtpg .

o sprfhg quarter. Shé used her RED programs which had been prepared eartier
'; ’;~ “' for use 1n’th15 course. At.the end of the'course, she administered an .
: )[ . eva1uation questionnaire to both sections, and 46 studehts responded.

Out of the 46, 19 (41%) found the computer exercfses to be "very 41[K
heTpfu]" "as an a1d to learnlng ¢ Twenty (43%) said they were “falrly T
) helpful.: "Seven students (15%) safd they were fnot to6 he]pful"(4) or
';\i'h ;’ ' not Klpful at al]“(3) Thirty—three (72%) said that "learnihg to
A - dqu with a computer was a very valuable experlence." Another~10 622%)'
| said it was "falrly‘valuable.ﬁ

. -~
* b 4 > -

e - ., .
Again, we found that many students (41%) were repeating the exercises .
severa] tlmes uotil they felt that they knew the material thorough]y Ten

) students used them twice and ni%:/used them from three to f1ve times,

- Y

§tudénts at CSCB are required to take either Logic or Mathematica]

. _."" Inference as part of their!“basjc subjects"wbefdre-graduation. Because

s R -

. *
"

-

L I




Logic is required many - students begin it with negative feelings. The

; course has a: reputation for being difficult, and it is difficult for most
of "them. In these two sections :38 of the respondents (83%) found‘the
textbook to be “tooadeficult“fio) or "somewhat difficult"(28)

_ Against‘this background the aid of the computer was particularly
valuabie The Concept of generaTization was the subject of 'the RED
programs and 33 students (72%x.said thattthey did not understand the
1ogica1 concepts invo]ved before doing the computer exerCises Thirty-
two (70%) of the group, regardless of their answers to th vious’
,question, said they understood genéralization.and the logical a%sessment |
. of-generalizations better than before. “Since logic is so difficult for
| so many students, this additional help provided by the computer fas
significant We have no numerical assessment, but the comments of .
students.convinced us that the’ p]easurab]e aspects of. using CAI had
a positive effect™on student attitudes toward the Whole course and to

the subject.

(RS

In summary, even though'ifl of our programs have hgt yet been”

tested with students, we have seen enough evidence to make us think '
\

that the computer is a valuable teaching tool in the humanities /and
its applicationsnoﬁh be extenqed with great profit .

b

i




I.’
/
II.
q
D)
.
I
. -
s )

. . . . ‘.'
_
}> \\" .
@
A Y
- . .
. ¢ .
ot ' \ n
T ] / .
-5 . ! > . '
7t .
r Q‘ 'S § 1
- )
’ ) K
>
8 . <
L
. - J 1}
. ]
v
[y
\ v \
A4 .
.
;s s
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.Deécription-of Programé ’ v o " . . |
RED series - lpgip'f, ' S )
TIM series - New Testdment o “ - o - B

SYNOP series - New Testament
GASTE and STAGES - Introdiction to Religion

.
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Statistical analysis of student evaluations




S mmm |
oo, by Jacquelyn Ann Kegley . ) .e '
h\\>; - ° The RED programs are designed for students in lower-divisiogn logic )
) courses. They deal with the nature of ralization.  The objective. of
RED1 is to teach the stpdent what a ge§§§:§ization statemen? is and, also
to enable hik oY her. to distinguish generalization statements from data
. statements or specific stAtements. This is done through a series of ' - »
- examples in which the stu nts are asked to identify the two kinds of
- . statements. A . - e *
REDZ introdudes three kinds of generalization statements: universsl,
functional, and statistical.= It teaches the notion that gener#lizations
. are- statements which permit no exceptions. econdly, RED2 acquaints the
- - student .with the concept ‘of sample and its rélationship to-a generalization -
as supporting evidence. The second half of RED2 introduces the three basic
criteria by which good generalyzations may be judged. number, variety and

breadth relative to tHy sample. It asks the student to use these criteria -
to evaluate someé general}izations relative to thé samples on which they are-
based. The program en with a review of fhe types of generalizations and

- - the three criteria. > . o - .

RED3 reviews fthe process of judging.generalizations relative to a sample »
and then takes the student through the process of judging two reports of the
results.of empirical studies which include evidence, generalizations, and
definitions o populations.studied. The stude%t is led tq see the kinds of .

. questions thaf need to be raised to the—diffe?en; kinds of materials offered
in this report. : )

RED4 tackles _again the process of analyziﬂg a complex paragraph which
this time involves ac evaluative judgment concernipg a speaker's advocation
of the use of marijuana and mescalinea The paragraph includes- also, the evidence
or reasons for the judgment. The student is led through a step-by-step’critical
“analysis of jthe bassage and then\ 18 guided through a process of rewriting the
. paragraph fn a way which 'strengtliens the evidence and thus also strengthens .
, _ the evaluat{ye Judgment.- Programs vary in length, but most students can complete
all four units in two to three hours. Time of execution will vary from student
. to student because of optional reviews “and additional examples which will not
’ be given to students who do not need them. .
- . . -4

-




. /\ . _18_ }. o _'
TIM SERIES. -
by Bruce William Jones .
¥ K . ' .
\ e , ¢ I . -
\\ ol ‘The TIM piogramé deal with the éuthorship of the New Testament pé%toral

episties, I Timothy, II Timothy, and Titus. Traditionally, -these are attributed ~

. .to Paul, but the majority of modern scholars regard them as having been written

mich later than his time.. It hds been Previous experience that students
either accept or reject that majortty consensus on the basis of their individual
Preconceptions, but that it is difficult for them.to become involved'in the
acadeudc'{g;ails upon which a conclusion ought to be basggy/’ ) »

» TIMl introduces the studént to the fact that many scholars consider )
someone other than Paul o be the author of the three epistles, and it asks’
whether the student would consider 'such pieudonymity to be forgery. The
pPresent state of the student's acquaintance with the problem is tested, and
"then there is a brief survey of the exterpal evidence, specifically that the
earliest Christian writers do not quote these three documents, which raises

.. the possibility that they were not. written until a later period. -

The heart of the argument begins: in TIM2, which deals with the style
and vocabulary of the letters. The program mentions various differences
- between these letters and other letters attributed to Paul; the student is
asked to assess the gignificance of the differences and:to explain them.
The usual scholarly explanation of the differences is that Paul is not the
. author; students are asked to take a tentative position ‘for or against that
explanation and to defend themselves. ‘' Other possible explanations of the
. differences are offered. ST
Id . ¢ . - -
TIM3 agks the student to consider various historical differences between
the pastoral epistles and other, Pauline letters. 1In a number of ways thi‘h .
Church gppears to have bec¢ome gore organized, mre institutionalizZed. by the
time of)the pastoral epistles n it was in Paul's day. TJIM4 continues with

_ "historical differences and mentions some alleged theological and religious

differendds. Whether the student thinks that Paul did or.did not write the
pastorals, he or she is asked to defend- that judgment against a hypothetical

opponént. N

TIM. REV is an optional review of all the different' kinds of evidence L
that have been considered. The student is. asked to give a long summary of the .
evidence. ‘Then any items which the student omits are called to his or her
artention. The student is asked :8 give examples to support general statements.
Whether the student concludes that'Paul is or is not the author, the computer
presents objections ‘to the student's ppint of view and invites reply. .
. 'Each segment in the serigs may be completed in approxima;el)‘ten to twenty
minutes. .




-SYNOP SERIES " “° | I S
by Bruce William Jones - . -

A Y

+ . ' h

’ -

2 » L4 * - ) . .‘ '

The synoptic gospels, Matthew: Mark and £:ké§ have very close similarities
in wording and jn-thejofder of events. .A scholaxly consensus has emerged that
Mark was the first gospel and that the authors of Matthew and Luke wnsed it as

~a source. In most.intyoductory New Testament courses, students and instructors
‘are content to accept that ¢pnsensus unexamined, The SYNOP programs Rush beyond
that acceptance to inspect evidence and to help students evaluate the conclusion
for thegselvess 'They'use the example of the three accounts in Matthew, Mark and

Luke of the.baptism of Jesus. Other. examples may be added later to make the SYNOP
series more detailed. ) . ' .

-« -

- The SYNOP programs are more sophisticated, in my opinion, than the TIM
serieg because the student is asked to make a more complicated series of judgments.
First, the, student must notice pretisely whdt the verbal‘agreements and differences
are. Then he or.she must decide if the diffwerences are ‘sufficiently close to argue
for literary dependence. Lastly, the btudeng must decide which of the three came
first, if there is in fact dependence. Such a Jjudgment depends upon .a careful
consideration of the differences as well as the similarities. 3 .

} e . , - ) . <
The first SYNOP program helps students to notice what the sinYlarities are’
] ahvd notes A few différenpes.. It askp the student to .make a lowg statement

about the similarities he qr she sees. Then the program has & .dialogue bafled '

on that long' statement, giving hints ‘that point to observations the student

has missed and raising supplementary questions to make the observations more
precise. : '

. - PR
e rd EY

In SYNOP2 the student is agked @o list each ‘instance in which two of the :
., gospels agree but differ from a third. If he or she doés not- motice it without
help, the computer points out that in:these passages Matthew and Luke never
. agree against Mark. Howevekr, Luke Shares commoh elements with Mark, and also
Matthew shgres common elements with Mark, These agreements may be dépicted '
graphically in a little table at th€ student's option. On the basis of these
agreements the student s asked wvhich of the three is most -likely to.be the - ’ *

a source for the other two'and is /asked to justify his or her answer.

. . , A 2

The stuflent may choose to

for an explanation of why most scholars judge Mark t
__proceeds with questions to th¢ student at each step.

3 .
.

L)

he or she can ask
e first. That explanation
‘ 7

]

L
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By Bruce N111iam Jones -

Students are asked a series of’questions about the caste ‘system
“in India, about the differencesbetween "varma" and “jati," about the’
functigns of the castes in Indian society, and about their inter- o
relationship as a sociel ‘"body." If students identify the "cattes with
English names, they are praised for their correct answers, but are also
given the Sanskrit names. The student is asked his or her personal
on about- the caste system and whether he or she would like. to be a

)

STAGES - o . .
By Bruce ﬂi]]iam Jones ’ ¢ ‘ :

. »

. Students are asked questions about the ashramadharmas--the fou’
ideal stages of life--in Hinduism. Some introductory reading about

the Hinﬂu re]ig]on is presupposed, but students can complete the program
' with no prior backgpound. Studéﬁts may answer questions with English
g:terminology or with a minimym of Sanskrit technical terms.

They are asked to name- the stages ‘and to describe them in their"

own words. ) . '
The program has an optlonal reyiéw of the English terms ahd then
of the Sanskr1t terms for the four stages. .
It'takes a student approximately fifteen minutes to complete the
program, depending upon the student's speed and accuracy. . . ?
\' - ' . N - (.
- ~N
.!“J - ' ) ) e
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. S :
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" Appendix II. Statistical Analysis of Student Evaluations
.'-‘ - ,' \‘ s -
A Survey Resuits - o N

~

At the end of spring quarter, 1976 A survey was” taken of
students in Reiigious Studies 101, Introduction to Religion, at-
Cal State, Bakersfier concerning ‘thetr use of CAI, their pre-
ferences-among- different iearning techniques, the difficuity of
the course, and their re%ponse to an experiment of using senior

reiigious studies majors as discussion ledders. (Half the c]ass

were a igned to groups without ieaders ) Thirty students answered

the survey questions. "f

L 4

An analysis of their answers follows, with the warning that

any conc1u510ns are tentative since the sample was so small.

C
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Religious Studies o Spring 1976

"o o Bruce W. Jones _
, . . . o - N
L : ) EVALUATION QuéstONNAIRE
_ P . ) w * A - -
; 1. ApproximatEIy how many times have you used the TRY program’ i
N - /
. isix ‘times . = 1 3, 3%) © . twice = 12 40.0%)
to - “five times. = 3 3%) once = 5:(16.7%)
W * four ‘times. = g 7%; -hever = 6 (20 0%)
" three, times = 3 (10,0
2. Approx1mately how many times have you used CASTE7
- four times = 2 z 6.7%) once = 12 (40.0%)
three times = 2{6.7%) never = 10.0%)
_‘twice =11 (36.73) '
3. How many times STAGES? _
= four times = 1 ( 3.3%) once = 8 (26.7%)
three t1me;\ 5 1 é 3.32) ~  never- = 16 (53.3%)
’ ’ twice ' = 4 (13.3%) ) o
7 . - - - o
4. (Total use of all ﬁrograms calculated) \
nine orfhmre = ( 6.7%) four, times = 9 (30.0%)
eight times = 3. 3%; three times = § 216 7%
seven times = Zé twice - = 20.0%) .
six times = 6 7 once - =
five tdmes = 6 7%) none =

1 (3.3%)-

A

5. The. pr1nted instructions for using the copputer were

-

) very tlear = 21 (72.42) ‘no response = 1, -
fairly clear = y ’
average = 3.4%

1
7 (24.1%9 .

1

| - sdémewhat confusing = 0
| very confusiing 0
6. In general, the queStions and statements in the CASTE proéraﬁewere .

very clear

= 9 (33.3%) no response = 3
fairly clear = 17 (63.0%) ' o
average ¢ =
' somewhat confusing = \2 ( 3.7%)
_ very confusing = 0 .
QL ; < ' \ 20 ~
ERIC - -




13, "After doing STAGES, I think I Understand the “stages of Tife"
X, &
less than I d#d before
about as well as I did before
a little better than before
much better than before .

. "-2'6 Z .

“no response = 1§

o nun
O wWwoO
I~~~
TN N
wohQ
W~ O
3R 3R 3R
e e

-24- L T g
- ' - s o .
r Ab N - "/ v o t -
B v L
7, The questions and statements in STAGES wére v T )
very clear - = 33518.72- no response.= 14 . . T !
fairly clear. = 11°(68.8% S ’ : :
-aveérage = 2.(12.5% ¥ .
sémewhat confusing = 0 | C
very confusing. = 0. . . 4 . -
. . _ . . 4;),5 l . ) "
8. As an aid to ¥earning, I consider the computer gexercises-to be
. SeERE - T
very.he]pf&ﬁ, = 12 (41.42) . no pespopise = 1 .- L.
fairly Welpful = = 17 (58.6%) R r.
not too helpful . = 0 - N
"not helpful at all = 0 .
' R T L N o » L :
9. The TRY program was N e e '
helpful to me in becoming mohg familiar withlthe computer =21 (87.5%) )
« fun, but not particularly helpful *- , - - = 3{12.5%) .
a waste of time , " . =0,
no response ® s =6 . -
,'f, : - - ;o ’ .- .,{.3!'.
10. Before I did the CASTE program, I ‘thought that I did/did not
understand the castef system fairly weli. L .
- ™ = ' - ' .t -, ) R S
did -, =15 (55.62F * no response = 3 o AN
did not. ' . T 12 (44.4%) o, ) ‘
. ; N»ér q‘ : ’ . - ) . -
©11. After doing the CASTE program, I thiqk,l_understand'thg caste system
j . . -
Tess that'I'did before =0 ~ no-response = 3
about as well as’ I did before = 5 (18.5% e .
a little better ghan before = 11 (40.7% ,
much better than.before. = 11 (40.7% .
12. Before I did the STAGES program, I tb;ought that 1 didf8id not ,1/ :
g understand the Hindu “stages of-life fairly well. ’ T
did . ..o=7(8.2%)  noresponse = 13 . TN
did !‘lOt ] =' 10 (58-8%) N . v ; i
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N

r s - . )
.14-22. In the future, if I could chaose among different learning

techniques, I would rapk my choices as follaws .(The mean is given

at e left; at the right, the number of persons ranking the item .

as first choice, second, etc., is given in order.): . —

3-233 4 u * 13’5’1’1’3’3’1’0’3’

» 3.800 /assignez\reading - K 3,5,7,5,3,4,3,0,0 ,
. 4.200 seeing.films and slides | 4,5,3,5,7,0,1,4,1
' 4.233 discussion in a small (4 to 8 students) group 6.3.4,3,5,2,3,3,1
- 4.767 computer-assisted instruction ' r4,7,3,3,4,4,2,2
- 5.333\ discussion in a large group 1,3,2,4,5,6,4,3,2

{ 5.667" writing papers -+ 0,4,3,4v%,6,5,2,5 .

6.400 modularized, self-paced-instruction .. 4,0,1,3,1,2,4,7,8
. : 2,0,2,2,2,3,4,8,7

.-6.633 individual tutorial

23. .My smaliidiscussion group did/dih not have a senfor student appoirited
~ as a leader. ° . : ' " .

did =15 iso‘. % ' ;
didngt o, =15 (50,04) - : .

. , .
— . 4
. 24. 1 woyld.have preférred to be in a group with/without a senior \student
aoninted as feader. . .
- with .
witkout
oo, . -
N ) .
25;' If y@u;ppd dh appofnted leader, please evaluate hf;7;;;ﬁbof?ormance:'

'S

nn
b
E-N
-
[4;]
—
W0
R
a

no response = -3

~wery hetp?d T .5 (16.7%) 531.3%;, ‘
F. g Somewhat helpful R 7 ézs.sz);, 43.8%
2 (6.73)Y . (12.5%

e to ‘the group 2 (6.73) ' (12.5%
dragce to the'group T

X made no di-ffecgl?;‘to the success of the group
0
14 (46.7%)

. «somewhat .a hin
" a consi bde . h

I had no Jeadgr

% -

< - -
5 N

26, 'I-wish that we had used the“small group discussions

much more than we did . " 1 (3.33) . :
somewhat more * = 8(26.7%) -
about as often as we did - = 15 (50.0%)
" Tess than we did o .= 5(16.7% '
not ‘at all _ ¥= 1(3.3% .

. : )
. S . . . .
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[ 3
-

21." In general, the lectures in class

much too difficult
somewhat difficult
at about the right level for me

have been -

[
5
20

3.3%}
16.7%
66.7%)

* not challengin

g enough for me

far too easy.

much too diffAcult

.'at about Ahe right level for me

not cha}lenging enough for me

far too/easy
29,
been

much too.difficult
somewhat difficult

4

at about the right level for me
not challenging endugh for me

- far too easy

LY

30. Compared to other courses I have taken

'28. The reading asgigniments 1in Sm?gh,

nunaan

4 (13.3%)
0

Tbe Religions of Man, have been

-

The reading assignments in Streng, Ways of Being/6:1igious, havé

3 (10.0%) \
18 %60.0%
8 (26.7%
3 ( 3.3%)

zﬂé 6
10 (33.

.7%}
3%

16+ (53.3%)

" 31.

much more time -n =
somewhat more time . =
about the same amount of time =
somewhat less time : =
much less time =

Takes about

0 to 2 hours per week
2_to 4 hours per week
4 to 6 hours per week
6 to 8 hours per week
more'than 8 hours per week

B uwn o u,
‘

2 (6.7%) -
0

¢

0 no response = 1
8 (27.6%;
13 (44.8%
7 24.1%;
1( 3.42
28

A

at CSCB, this course takeg~:. .

K}

L

¥y

:
4

4
.

On the average, preparation andwstqdying and writfﬁ&r?br‘this class_
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%; 32. I expect to receive the following grade in- this class:
- A= 5 (18.5%) no response = 3
;> B =17 (63.0% Y.
' €= 5(18.5%
D=0
F=0

. v
(The actual grade dist#?bution was):

A= 5§ §14 .3%)

B =15 (42.9%)

c= 8 (22. 9%)

D=0

F=1 é 2.9%
Inc = 6 (17.1%

(Because of anonymity in the questionnaire,
 how many individuals ngceived the grades th

-

-

29

there is no way to know
ey predicted.)
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A
- ° B. CAI Tables S F

- " . ."
“More than two hundred and fifty cross-tabulations of these

/‘* “; “ results were made. Some of the more significant ones are reported

A
. . B ~.

here.

’fw,; Tahles 3 and 4 suggest, tentatively, that CAl '1s‘espec1a11y
w}'q]uable'“ for students who need remedial work. CAI may,b'e partic-
. / - -

uiarly useful for such student;s because 1t enables them to do an
. . , * Eape ' . . /
exercise repeatedly, ‘without embarrassmer_mt,. until they -feel .. ¢

compétent. " , S '
While CAI is generally well received by all students, Tables L
14-17 suggest that, there will be even more enthusiastic iﬂgsponse

from students who either dislike reading or find readimg to be
difficult. '

- RS

. 5 The students who used the computer exercises repeatedly were

more Tikely -to say that they.were "very helpful," whereas the o

}

Tess frequent users tended to consider them "fairly helpful *

(Table 1),

4
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L2

.5
V2304
17.2

. 5°
100.0 -

5

29.4
1762
58 46
2944

17.2.

0.0
0.0
L7

1
1647 .
Be3 1
3,4~

0

Q60
4

0.0
0a0
44 44 4
33,3 7]
13.8

2
100.0

1

50.0
Be3

3.4
2

2
100.0

100.0
12

1647
649
1647
649
1647
649
414

I
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N
L

4

- Significance = 0.0454

Number of Missing Observations =1




-30- o

¢

Those who used the programs the most also tended to give CAI a higher

reiative.ranking among thelr chofces of learning iechniques.
. ) . )

Table 2. Comparison of rankings of CAI as a method of learning
(questtion 17) with frequenty of usage of all computer

programs (item 4).

17. Rank given to CAI. . ‘8. Total nuiber of CAI programs used.
; -t~‘ 7 ‘ -ﬁoreh ' Row ~
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 thns8 Total
1 . 1 1
i ' : )
2 1 .l 111 1 4
3 11112111} 7
4 ] 1 B 3
5 2 1] 3
, 7
6 1] 2 1 4
7 3|1 4
8| 2 ‘ - 2
91 1 ] 2
Column ’
Total 1 6 5 9 2+ 2 2.1 . 2

Significance = 0.1466 . ‘

32

S
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~

Those -who did not understand the caste system 'originally benefited

the most from using the CASTE pmgram, even though those who thOUght
- they understood 1t 1n1tia11y showed some ﬂnprovement

]

Table 3. Comparison of pr'lor understanding of the caste’ system (question

10% with later understanding, after using CASTE program (question
11

-~

" QUESI10
DID

DI HOT

Significance = 0.0477 -
Number of Missing Observations = 3

4
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‘Results from using the STAGES program are even more Hﬁama;ic,'but

X . .
the number of respondents 1s much smaller.

-

k

TabTe 4. .Comparison of prior understanding of the Hindu stages of.life
(question 12) with later understanding, after using STAGES
program (question 13). , ?

-

QUESI3

QUES12
DID

DID NOT

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
.
I
I
I

W

Significance = 0.0214
Number of Missing Observations

!

.";I‘




Nine out of the eleven students uho cénsidered this course to-be’

more demanding thun other CSCB courses said that-they understood the caste
system adequately before doing the CASTE program Those who d1d not

[N
understand the caste system to their own satisfaction were far more 11ke1y
 (83.3%) to consider the course comparab]e to others at CSCB. I still dp -
~
not understand the sign1f1cance of this rather h1gh correlation. The g
comparison to those who did and did not understand the Hindu states of -
'.1»fe—was not so remarkable. e - .
. "o . -
Tab]e 5. cOmparison of relatfye time spent\on this class (question 30)
* with prior understanding of the caste system (question 10).
* ‘ » . 5 . )
) COUNT QUES10 . oo
: RGW PCT I1DID _DID NOT  _ROW
coL PE} TOTAL |
TOT P lo1 2.1
QUES30 --—-%4--1-’---6--}:----5-f -
MUCHMORE TIME 1 0.0 1 100.8 Te4
* O I: 16,7
N ' 20 } T4
;w271' REZ" 00.0 3ﬁ.i 0.9 33.3 3
-'" 'y Y ' r 3
' SOME¥XHAT MORE ) 160.0 90
33,3 } 0.0
' AN 6 7109 5126 -
ABOUT  THE SAME [ 28.6 I 71.4 .
% 14.8 37.0
 SOMEWHAT LESS'® 1 100.0 0.0 7.4 ’
/ | SOMEWHAT L 13¢3 0.0 * -~
7%4 0.0
. Pl . --.[ ........
. COLUMN 15 12 . 27
TOTAL 5546 464,64 .100.0

Significance = 0.00154
Number .of Missing Observations = 3

L4
[ . .
» L .
- . : \V g / .
» . .

.

-
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. Table 6. Comparison of relative time spent on this class (question 30)

. . ~ with prier understanding of the stages of life (question 12).
- .o .
L g >
. _ ; ~ B 2
. T ' QUES12
M COUNT, | -
ROW PCT IDID DID NOT ROW
coL PCT I. . . TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 Yol ol :
QUES30 e=ceeccc]ecece=dc]eccneea- I -
N o le 0 1 I 1
.MUCHMORE TIME 0.0 100,0 I, 5.9
0.0 10,0 1
) «Q 5.9 %
2. 1 2} 2 L 4
. . SOMEWHAT MORE 50,0 50,0 I 23.5
e 1 2846 20.0 I C
11.8 . 11.8
e 3. N 3 7 10
- ABOUT THES SAME 30.0 70,0 5848
o . 4249 70.0 ;
' 17.6 4142
‘ . - ----—-Q-] ----- | S
’ ' : SOMEWHAT LESS " 1006 1’ 0.9 11.8
‘ ad L J2846 0.0 u
» 11.8 I 0.0 I
) © COLUMN 7 10 17
.. : }pTAL 41,2 58,8 ,100.0
* v
4 . y B
Significance = 0.2405
Nunber of Missing Observations = 13 )
] ) B ad . e ™

-
1
o W



A1l of those (14 students) who said that they understood the caste
systﬂﬂ‘adequate]y at the beg1nning reported that they worked an average
of two to six¥hours weekly on the course. Those who did not understand

were Tikely to spend more time. Those who did not understand the stages

of life (60%-of them) were also more 1jkely to spend six to eight hours

+  weekly on the course:

b
Table 7. Comparison of hours spent on th1s class (question 31) w1th pr1or
. understand1ng of the caste system (question 10).

QUFS10

. COUNT 1
’ . ROW PCT IDID DID NOT ROW
, - coL PC; I TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 le]
e QUES3I . —q————a- [meeae—aa I
2. 1 6 1 7 "
.o 2 TO 4 HOURS I 85.7 1 2649
. I 42,9 1
o }, 23,1 }
3¢ 1 8 I . /ﬂz
4 TO 6 HOURS I 66,7 1 4642
I 571 1 )
} 30,8 %
~J" A 0 I .6
6 TO 8 HOURS I 0,0 1 23,1
8
, ) EL AL L L T I o N
5¢ I 0 1 1
OVFR 8 HOUPS I 0.0 1 3.8
. I 0.0f1
% 0.0 }
COLUMN 14 26
TOTAL 53,8 160.0

2
.

‘Significance = 0.0080 ~ J
Number' of Missing Observations = 4
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Table 8. - Comparison of hours spent on this class (question 31) with

prior understanding of the stages of life

! ]

(question 12).

t

e . _ "7 QUES12
COUNT . .
s : ROW PCT IDID DIDTNOT ROW
SR g TR
r TNVES31 e ecemmmm— e [r—————
- ‘' - 20 1 1 2---
2 TO 4 .HOURS I '50.0 50,0 11.8
v . 14.3 100
- 59 5.9 I
: 5 3 1 o8 -
4 TO 6 WHOURS 6245 31,5 47.1
Tle4 30.0
29.4 176
S T i, P {
. . I 1 1 6 I 7
6 TO-8 HOURS I 143 1 85¢7 I Jél1,2
. } 509 ‘} 3503 I
COLUMN -7 10 .1
TOTAL 41,62 58,8 100.0
/
Significance = 0.1607
Number of Missing Observations = 13
9\- )
N ,




. , ‘ ] . : ) ‘ 2,
oy I &ried to find some characteristic that distingujghed those who
noted thé‘greatest improvement in understanding after ysing the
compufer programs “(questions 11 and 13), but with some difficulty. Part
of ‘the problem was that'se few respondents (18.5% and 20%) noted no .
significant improvement. The comparisons with expected grade in the class,
. * o A
were not very revealing (signifiéapce = 0.9 nd 0.7174). One positive \\\
correlation was found with question 8 (how ul were the ‘computer
exerciges?), but it could be argued hree éuestion§ were asking
the same thing -- queékion 8 in more general terms. . -
¥ .. * . -
S Table 9. éomparison of later understanding of the caste system (ques£§q6(<h, | /
. ) 11) with attitudes to computer exercises (question 8). .
: - ~~ ! ‘
R . ’ ‘ C v
; K - COUNT QUESOS - ’
" : RY FAIRLY ROW
y " .585 BE¥ MELPFUL HELRFUL  TOTAL
: ) TOT PCT I el 7+ 261 ‘
QUES1l . ===-c=c=f-e-cem-- vlegmeop-rl } -
2l 0.0 {008 M2 L
’ AS WELL AS ?EF 0.0 099 . ;
~ . 0.0 1805\ )
L - n 2% 1 s 2 ) 54,8 1 "40td :
v A LITTLE BETTER -2?:7 2020 of :
1 1845 22,2 ~ '
- e1 ad 1ot | owlh
' 63, L] 4 .
M%SH . BETTER 53.3 303 -y
. . 259 14,8
T I TR *
C? x& 44%4 5546 100.0

*
-
» - )

Significance = 0.0594
Number of Missing Observations = 3

[ 3
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Table

u

Significance = 0.5260

A LITTLE BETTER

MUCH

Number of Missing Observations = 15 -

Pt Sl Yt ] P ] ] B ] P $rond ] P Pt P el P

N . ' v
10. Comparison of later understanding of the stages of life
(?uestion 13) with attitudes to computer exercises (question
8). . . )
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be the students who found the programs to be "very helpful” as an aid

to learnfﬁg.

Table 13. Comparison of CAI rankings (question 17) with attitudes to

computer ekercises (question 8)
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Significance = 0.0118

.
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Number of Missing Observations = 1
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n*
" There was some negative correlation between the students' ranking of ~
. o N N
CAI and of assigned reading as learning techniques. o
Table 14. Comparison offCAl rankings (question 17) with reading
rankings“{q tipn 20). _
. . ' I'd
Reading Rank. ° ,
S ‘ < : Row
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
CAI | T
Rank 1 1 1
~
“ 2 2 1 1
3 L] 1l 21211 7
4 1 1 -1 1 3
.5 11 2} 3.
2 . ¥
. 6 3 1 _ 4 ‘
711 1 1 1 4
) . .8- \ 1 [ 1 ' 2
T~ g |l ila A 2 -
Colum-'—cx
. Total 3 5 7 5' 3 4 3 30
Significance = 0.3914 )
B - : v
Those who gave'CAI a high rank as a learning technique found some .
' Qiﬂty with their reading Two, books were used for purposes of com-
par1 n. The first, by Huston Smith is thelsimpler of the two; it is
based on Tectures*origina]]y prepared for educationa] TV, and could be (
considered "semi- popu]ar " +The book edited by Frederick Streng et al. h
- ‘ . . -
1 ' ) ' ‘
hY '. . \
’ * . k
' - . 44
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is an anthology that contains short ,readings from many sougces, some of

“

them'fairly difficult.

~ book.

The sprongest correlation 1s found with the easier

Those who had trouble with 1t are probably poor readers, and are

v
v

more 11kely to turn to CAI for help.

gs (question 17) with difficulty

in reading Smith, Religions of Man .(question 28). +

Table 15.

]

Comparison of CAI rankin

v

ROW
TOTAL
3

3
0

7
23,3
10,0
3
10,0
4
13.3
4
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.3

oo,

TOO EASY
FOR ME

]
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e
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o0
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0
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o0
0.0
0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0
0.C
0.0
e 0
0,
O
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0.0
0.
0.0

. 0.0
0.0
0
]
100.0

3.1

e  cocacan=
L L BE_LE % S Ty
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0
o3
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3
0
7
0
50.0

‘1 .
3
o3
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— O

3
0
7
0

~OMM | NN~
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1
i
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6
75,
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6
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707
3.3
0.0
0.0
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_ Significance = 0.1782

15,
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likely to say that.the programs were "fairly helpful.” Those who disliked

assigned readin

»

Significance = 0.1227
Number of Missing Observations = 1

-45- \

Those ‘who. favored assigned reading as a iearning technique were more

Table 17. :
, learning (question 20) with-att
(question 8). -
K
QUES20
A
I ' ¢

g tended to consider the programs "very helpful.™

Comparison of rankings of'assigned reading aé a method of

{tudes to computer e;ercises

%
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Admittedly, ‘there is minor.gifference between "helpful" and “very

' helpful “ but to some degree the four previous tables suggest that CAI -

is received particularly well by students who don't read well or who

'dislike reading. This is especiafly interesting because students must

read all of the CAl instructions questions and comments However,

reading on a cathode ray screen does not' seem as difficult or as unpleasant
to them. If these tentative suggestions prove to be’correct with larger
numbers of students, then CAI may prove to be a very useful .tool for

C

improving reading skills and reading attitudes.'

4

-« =

" C. Tables of Responses to Small-Group Discussions

R ' ~ / .
During spring quarter,. 1976, three senior students ,'majors or

concentrators in religious studies, served as leaders in three small ‘
discussion groups wh/ch met occasionally as part of Religious Studies 101, °
Introduction to Religion There were also three small discussion groups
within the class without assigned discussion leaders These latter groups
were usually given a few questions about the- reading or about the day's
topic to help them begin their discussions )_t they conducted the

sessions themselves —

. Students in the course who like lecturing prefer to have a. leader in
group discussion. (78.5% of those who said they preferred a group with a
student leader picked “lectures" as a filt or second choice out of the

nine different learning techniques ) This relative consistency seems to

point toward one group of students who assogiate learning with an
Vot ,

<

18 ,




authority figure or at ]éas;fyho prefer someon§ else to take the
_initiative to teach them. '

Table 18.

Significance = 0,3781,
\uber or Missing Observations = 3

Vd !

Comparison of rankin
(question 14
(question 24).

Va
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* QUES24

PREFER A
LEADER
. »1

gs of lectures ds a methpd of learning
with preference in small group leadership.
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AS* noted on question 25, most students gave a high evaluation'to
the leaﬁere' performance. I could not find any significant correlations’
between that 1tem and other questions except to note that the evaluations
by;readers were consistently hiqper tban'those by non-readers. A1l of the
students (11) who chose "assigned reading" as one of their first four .
‘ choices, of learning.technique gave their leaders a rating of "very helpful"
or “somewhat helpful." Four out of the five who ranked assigned }eading
*as a fifth choice or !ower said that tﬁeiﬁ leaders."made no difference

to %he‘success of the group" or were a’slight hindrance. (14 respohdents

BEAN

uefe in leaderless groupe) It 1s possible tha¥ seme of those who were
dissatisfied with their-groups' leadership did -not do their reading or

'Adid not do it carefully, and thus were not equipped to benefit from a
'discusekon wh{eh depended heavily on\reading.
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or fewer small group discussions

o
(@)
o~
=
(=]
opm
=
(7]
[ 1]
=
o
p g
©n
.
Pl
o
m.
o
Q
=
on
g
[
(74
<
[
(~]
C 7, ]
on

with desire for more

Comparison of rankin
.(question 26).
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Significance

Three of the four Students who picked

"modularized, self-paced instruction"

?

-learners?).

*

as a first choice asked for fewer small group discussions (the lone
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Out of the 19 students who ranked it as one of their 1&5@ three, choices,
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two asked for fewer group discussions and nine asked for more.
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The students who had an-appointed student leader 1n their groups
preferred to be in such groups by a nine to six margfn. Those who did
not Kave appointed leaders preferred not to. (suppose this proves

conclusively that people prefer what is familiar to them.

. ‘
'u
®

Table 22. Comparison of presence of 1eader (question 23) with
preference in group leadership (question 24). ‘
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To a-slight degree, students.who preferred to be in leaderless groups _
e . ,Q . B '} - .
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idered thts c‘lfss to be a 1ttle more demanding than other courses.

_ . . - . . . .‘ '- ' . ‘ . N

vadle 23. Comparison-of relative time spent on this class (question 30)-
with preference in group leadership (question 24).
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. v

- Students who expected A

LA B's were more 1ikely to prefer small

bl

A1l of the

4

. discussion groups as a-way of learning than C students were.

’

<

. Students who wished for fewer small group discussions were B or<C students.

of smé]] group discussiqﬁs (question 16)
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‘MORE

Comparison of desire for more or fewer small group discussions

(question 26) with expected grade (question 32)
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Significance = 0.2702
Number of Missing Observations = 3

Table. 25.
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" D. Miscellaneous Tap]es . ;' S o o
.f W . e ;

Interestingiy. there seemf’to be 1iftle corre]ation between grade
expected and the amougiaof work devoteMo the class’ (table 76). There
* "“was a tendency for the person§ who~i§und iectnre§ difficult t& spend

more time on the ciass each week (table 27) The bersons who said that
> this class toOk more time than other TSCB classes did not seem to report

uausua]]y 1ong hours on the class. The 16 persons who considered the
demands of thé course comparabie to those of other courses” w were about

eveniy divided among the various tuo to-eight hour categories (tab]e 28).

Tab]e 26. *Comparison of hours.spent on this class (question 31) with

= ) expected grade (question 32)
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- Comparison of hours spent on this class.(question 31) ‘with

7 Table 27

-
L XY

di#ficulty in understanding Tectures (questjon 27)
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Table 28. Coanison of hours spent on th1s,chss (question 31) with
relative time spent on this class (question 30). ,
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Those who chose 1ectur1ng=as:5th§1r favpﬂté learning technigue spent
less time per week on the class than some bthér“ students-did. That is
s also true for stuQents who . gave a f1rst or secoud n,'lace rank- to seeing -
£ilms and slides. Perhaps we may 'characf;erni!e f.hjs group as passive.

learners. g » .
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this class (question 31).

res) as a method of 1

Comparisen of ranking of lectu
question 14) with hours spent
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Significance = 0.1903
Number of Missing Observations = 1
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of films and slides

<lass (question 31).

9

Comparison of, rankin
hours spent on this

Table 30.
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Number of Missing Observations = 1

Significance = 0.5570
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tir/‘\a//’Studehts who expected B's were more. 1ikely to dislike writing papers
n

either A or C students (table- 31). A and C students were more con-

sistejt than B students in their dislike of tutorials and of mddularized 4)

1nstruct10n (tables 32 and 33).  We have already noted that A and B students

AN

(table ?4).

Table 31.

expected grade (question 32).

COUNT QUES32
) ROW PCT 1A B - ' ROW
coOL PCT , : TOTAL
- TOT PCT 1 . 1.1 21 3,1
* QUESI8 , eeeccccc]ececceaa- | [eemcaela I
2. 1 . 0 1 2 .
33,3 0,0 1 6667 11.1
20,0 0.0 1 40.0
3.7 0.0 7.%
. 3, 1 1 1 3
33,3 33,3 33,3 11.1
. 20.0 5.9 2040
. 3,7 3.7 =3,7
T elceeceesces [ cocvcvccon ]| cescencae
- 4o 1 3 0 4
- — 25.0 75.0 0.0 14,8
20.0 17.6 0.0
307 ‘ 11.1 000
Se hi 11 0o . 0 S |
100.0 0.0; 4 . 000 . 307
. 20,0 0.0 0.0 1
3.7 0.0 0.0 °
\ coceowrTes | cocavcaeoee oo ene
™6, 0 4 1 5
0.0 80,0 20,0 18,5
['4 000' 23.5 2000
- 0.0 , 14,8 3.7 ,
Te 0 4 1 5
0.0 80,0 2040 - 1845
0.0 23.5 . 2040
- 000 1408 307 .
8 1 1 0 2
50,0 - 50,0 0.0 Tt
,20.0 5.9 0.0
, 3,7 1 3.7 0.0
9. S0 4 0 4
X . 0.0 100,.0 0.0 14.8
. 0.0 23.5 0'8' ,
0.0 14.8 Oe ‘
COLUMN 5 17 5 27
TOTAL 18.5 63,0 18,5, 100,0
Significance = 0.1798 " K
Number of Missing Observations = 3 - .
X €3

preferred smll discussion groups more than students did who expectéﬂ-c 3

Com@ar1son of ranking of writing pafers (question 18) with
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.grade’ (question 32)

Tablg 32.

-loocaeven o

9.

d[------b-'-------- cenecooea -

27
100,0

-

5
1845

Number of Missing Observations = 3

Significance = 0.7965
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.Table 33. Comparison of rankin? of modularized instruction (question 22)
' with expected grade question 32).

-
-

[ouss§2'

QUES22

—0n O\J

Significance = 0.7918
Number 6f Missing Observations = 3

, 'The four students who said that the lectures were too easy gave a
much higher ranking to modularized instruction than did those who found
the lectures somewhat difficult (table 34). Students who found Streng,

A
65




g
-

(question 22)

The results suggest tentatively
nderstanding lectures.(question 27).

. =64-

g of ‘modularized instruction

-

i

Comparison of rankin
with difficulty in u

N
to modularized instruction than did those who found' it at "the right level"

that modﬁlarized 1nstructiop appeals to a_.small- group of able students

who like to be challenged.

Table 34.

¢

‘Ways of Being Religious, to be a difficult book gave much lower rankin

_or "not ch$1ienging enough" (table 35).
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truction (question 22)

of Being Religious

modularized 1;;\?u

Streng, Ways

-

ty 40 reading

(question 29).

with difficul

»

Table 35. Comparison of ranking of
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» E.+ The Oréginal Questiopgaire : . . .

? P
R S 101 S “
EVALUATION (UESTIONSMAIRE: ® Ilease writesin the appropriatc mmber. - @
Approxinately how many tiwes have you ussd the IRY program? 1 _
Approxisutely how many timos have you used CASVS? =~— , 2 ¢
Tov pany times STAGISY : “ 3

*

———The printed instructions for using the couputer were (1) very clesr, .
(2) foirly clear, (3) averags, (4) someuhst confusing, or (5) very.
‘confusing. | 5

goneral,, the 'qusstions and -statavents in the CASTE progrem
very ol)ou',

' In ware

- (1) (2) fairly clear, (3) average, (4) souswhat conmung
or {(5) vary confusing. > _ ! ,

——The questions and statemeuts in STAGES were (1) very clear,

\ (2) foirly clear, (3) average, (4) somewhat confusing, or (5) very
-oonfmm. "o. . . N : .

As an aid to le I consider the comjuter exereises to be
v, (1) very helpful, {2) fairly helpful, (3) nak too helpful, or
" (4) net helpful at all. . , 8
__The TRY program was (1) helpful to we in becoming more fapiliar vithe ™
the coopute, (2) fun, but not particularly olpful, or (3) a waste "'
of tm. - . : 9 .

3

; : < . ? "
Before I did the CASTB programs, I thought that I (1) did, (2) did .not
" understand the caste system fairly well. . 10.

——After doing the CASTE progras, I thini I undarstand the caste systea .
: 8) less than I did before, (2) about as well as I did befors,
) a littlp_better than before; or (4) much better than befors, 11
<

Defore I ddd'the STAGES progrem, I thought that I (1)°did, . I
" (2) did not understand the Hindu "stages of life" fairly well. © 12

—_After ébing SPAGES, I think I understand the "stages of 1ife"
(1) less than I did before, (2) about as well as I did befors,
(3) a 1iftle better then before, or (4) much better than before. 13

In the (uture, if I could choose among differént learning 4echniques,
Va I woyld rank my choices as follows:: . -
(Pleass rank eaoch item, with 1 a3 your first cﬂﬂica, 2 as Jour second,
" ot0ey Uifh9“mmt°hm0o ‘
l ( X e ,

- G0 .
—discusaion in a_large
~discussion in a asmall (4 to 8 students) g
" D assisted instruction o
—tTi papers '
—300ing £ilms and slides

)

L . -

6®
;'\\ ‘ , s '
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.;VALJ‘&‘IC:*I QJI:‘JI‘IOM&L% P‘em weite in the a;xprop*iate mnnber.

by amall diacussimsr«up (1) did, ?2) did not have, 2 senior e
+ gppointed aa leodor. 4

. ¢ would have preferred o be in a group (1) uith, (2) vithout a. .
; ssuior studans a@nted a3 looder. - 7

If you had an eppointed leador, please evaa.uato his/her performance
' as follews: eg very helpful, (2) scuewnsas Lalpful, (3) made no
s Tdiffererce to the success of the group, (4) somewast a hindrance, - =
- . or (5) a considarable ifrdrance to the group. ,(6) I had nc leader.

25
I ﬁish 'chat we had un‘af‘tﬂe swall discussions (1) wuch more
ve did, (2) soaowhat nmors, (3) about as often as we did,
- (4) less than we aid, or (5) nnt at alk.

e In general the loctures in class have beon (1) much too difﬂ.cult,

R Jesopevhat difficult, (3) at about the right\lgvel for me, .
. not challenging enough for me, or (5) far too sasy., 14
T, e—iThe jonts in Smith, The Reliziod3 of Yan, have been '

. T (%) much too Q¥ETeult,..(2) somewhat difficult, (3) at about the

e right leval ‘for s m’o challenzing enough for me, or (5) far

- - ‘ to0. em. ., ' i‘ . ) ] ) ) -

v e The reading assigxmnta in Streng Bain have

W becn (1) much too difficult, (2) sqnwhat difficult, E%; at aout
o ‘ “the, rizht level for me, (4) not challenging enougz for me, or. }

SRR (5) fur too easy. . : o 3

- _@;,Compared to other courses I bave taken at 0SCB this courae talcn
' (1) much more time, (2) someuhat mord tide, (3) about the-seme . -
amount of tine, (4) somewhat less tine, or (5) wuch less time. 30

‘. ~‘,'
© e On the avaraga preparation and studyiﬂf and writing for this clm
. , ta.kesabout )Otthoumperwaek, ko , ,
T N . . 2 to / hours per week, ) .
_ 4 %0 6 hours per week, S .
v e ~~§I.6t08hmrsperweek,or . L,
.. o o mqre than 8 hours p& week. e 31
— T axpect to ve the following gradé in.th36 class: -
. 1).A -
. ' Z)B _ ‘- co Loy
. : T b ; C (or-CR) , . . ol
e . - ;D : % ¢
N . o (5) F (or i) - - PR 32
trf'-’ 7~ ~ L .\' . \. . " M .
' -% -
o i ~t. | i -
« ' . ‘ "
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