1994 SCA Summer Conference
Proceedings and Prepared Remarks

from the 1994 Summer Conference on

"Assessing College Student Competency
in Speech Communication”

{ August 4 - 7, 1994

; Old Town--Alexandria, VA

The Speech Communication Association
5105 Backlick Road
Annandale, VA 22003
(703) 750-0533




Edited by
Sherwyn Morreale and Megan Brooks
with Roy Berko and Carolyn Cooke

We would like to acknowledge the contribution made by
Ruth Hulbert-Johnson as one of the primary program planners.

An additional special thank$ to Nancy Barrickman
for her assistance with this project

Copyright © 1994 by the Speech Communication Association; all rights reserved. Brief portions
of material in this publication may be copied and quoted without funther permission with the
understanding that appropriate citation of the source of the excerpt will be included in such
copying. A limited number of copies of material in this publication may be made for scholarly
or classroom use if 1) the material is diswributed without charge or no fees above the actual
duplicating costs are charged: 2) the materials are reproductions, photocopies or copies made by
similar processes and not reprints or republications; 3) the copies arc used within a reasonable
time after reproduction; 4) the material includes the full bibliographic citaton and 35) the
following statement is clearly displaced on all copies; "Copyright by the Speech Communicarion
Association. Reproduced by permission of the publisher.” A copy of this statement serves as
the Speech Communication Association’s official permission for using material for scholarly or
educational purposes under the above conditions.

This permission does not extend to situations in which 1) extensive amounts of material are
reproduced or stored in an electronic or similar data retreval system, 2) a fec above actual
duplicating costs is charged or if there exists a reasonabie expectation of profit, or 3) the marterial
is reproduced or reprinted for other than scholarly or educational purposes. In such cases
permission must be obtained prior to reproduction. Requests for permission to reproduce should
be addressed to Publications Manager, Speech Communication Association, 5105 Backlick Road,
Building E. Annandale, VA 22003. A reasonable fee will generally be assessed for commercial

copying or reproduction.

Speech Communication Association
5105 Backlick Rd., Building E
Annandale, VA 22003
703/750-0533




ropn w

T4 s e ee——— . g

- ————

Assessment of Affect Toward Communication

And Affect Toward Instruction in Communication

James C. McCroskey

West Virginia University




Abstract .

This paper centers on the four types of affective assessment which currentdy are most often needed: (I)

assessment of affect toward communication, (2) assessment of affect toward communication competence, (3) affect

roward courses and teachers, and (4) affect toward instructionai programs. With regard to each, attention is directed

toward (1) what needs t0 assessed, (2) why it needs to be assessed, (3) current methods available to assess it, (4)

she reliability and validity of those methods, and (5) the limitations of those methods. It is conciuded that
satisfactory methods for affective assessment in communication are currently avaifable and being used.

ASSESSMENT OF AFFECT TOWARD COMMUNICATION
AND AFFECT TOWARD INSTRUCTION IN COMMUNICATION

Social scientists in the ficld of communication studies have long been concemned with the assessment of

affect. From the 1930s through the 1960s the field's interests in affect were reflected primarily in research in areas
such as persuasion and attitude change, group cohesion and satisfaction. and stage fright. In the 1970s, with the
advent of interest groups and divisions in our professional associations which focus attention on both communication
education and the role of communication in instruction more generally, assessment interests have become much more
diversified.
Early in the field's experience with attempts to measure attitudes, it was recognized that attimide measures
were far from perfect predictors of subsequent behaviors. It was much later before it was realized that it was
typically very poor measures of behavior which were more often the problem than the measures of attiede. Even
today, we hear naive criticisms of affective measures because they are less than precise measures of erratic human
behaviors. Formmnately, today it is much more clearly recognized that affect is important in its own right, whether
or not it is closely tied to specific behaviors,

Although repons of affective measures have appeared in our literature for over a half-century, it was not
until the rapid expansion of use of social scientific methodojogies in communication research in the 1970s did our
field begin to take measurement of affect seriously. Work in this area has accelerated substantially in recent years
(Emment & Barker, 1989). An extensive aray of tools for assessment of affect have become available, some of
which have a spong case supporting their reliability and validity. I will not antempt to survey all of these in this
paper. Rather, I will draw on a few which I believe are particularly applicable to both rescarch and application
concemns with assessment.

Usefulness of Self-Report Measurement

Self-report measures, utilizing methodologies developed in other social sciences by scholars such as
Thurstone (1929), Likert (1932), and Osgood (1957), have been refined and widely employed by communication
researchers to assess affect refated to communication (Amold, 1989; McCroskey & Richmond, 1989). Whiie seif-
report is not the only means by which affect may be assessed, the approach has several key advantages both for the
communication researcher and the program evatuator.

Three measuremant approaches came into common use in communication research in the 1930s which
continte 10 be employed today: self-report (eg. Lomas, 1934), observer raings (eg. Henning, 1935), and
physiological activity {eg. Redding, 1936).

The measurement approach which appears, at first glancc at [east, to have the closest relationship with affect
is physiological measurement. Physiologicai responses are hard to fake and the instruments, if handled by competent
professionals, are not as subject 10 the human frailties of demand characteristics and experimenter biases as are other
instruments. However, there are many pitfalls in the use of such instruments. Few sciemtists and even fewer teachers
are trained in the appropriate use of the technology involved. The equipment in the hands of the untrained individual
is worse than useless and very likely o lead to false assessments that are difficult to identify in research reports or
program evaiuations. In addition, use of such instruments for assessing iarge numbers of students are seldom
cconomically or strategically feasible, _

The biggest problem with physiological assessment is one of vaiidity. Physiological instruments are
designed to detect arousal and/or activity. These elements are seldom a primary concern of either the communication
researcher or the program assessor. Interpretation of indicants of arousal or activity is fraught with validity problems.



which is why interpretations of the results produced by lie detectors (physiographs) are not adntitted as evidcnccim
U.S. courts. The terror one person experiences while riding a roller coaster looks very much like the excitemen;
another person experiences on the same ride when you examine printouts from physiological jinstuments. The
affective expericnce is much more than its physiological manifestation. Hence, this measurement approach hoids
little promise for the person concerned with assessing affect. '

The second type of assessment that has appeared in the literawre for many years is observer ratings.
Closely related is a method known as "behaviorai observation,” which we will consider here also. The difference
between the two is that data recorded by cbserver ratings involve an interpretation or evaluation on the part of the
observer, while data recorded through behavioral observations are presumably more objective—~usually simpie
counting. More ethnographic methods are more impressionistic and may not result in the recording of numetical
data at all, but rather be recorded and reported in narrative form rather than through quantitative analyses. All of
these systems are strongly advocated by many because they invoive “real communication behaviors,”

The problem with all of these observation-based systems is precisely the same as their alleged strength--they
are based on observations of behavior. Affect and behavior are far from the same thing. People often behave in
ways they think others will approve, rather than on how they feel. Peopie mask their inner emotions so that they
can keep others from access to their private affective responses ("Regl men don't cry™). Some whole cultures
participate is exwemely high levels of such masking.

This brings us to the bottom line: Affect is a privately experienced phenomenon. The full depth and
breadth of the affect a person experiences is only fully knowable by that person. If the person is in touch with their
affective responses (are actually aware of their feclings and reactions) and are willing to disclose those feelings. their
self-repores will provide valid data which may be used for assessment of affect.

As I have argued eisewhere (McCroskey, 1984b), the best way to find out how someons feels about
something is to ask them. If the person knows the answer and is willing to tell you the truth, that is what you will
get. If they don't know themseives, the assessor is treading on dangerous ground to assume he/she can figure out
how someone feels beter than the person experiencing the affect. Even -linical psychiatrists seldom venture into
such unknown territory. Of course, if people want to lie about their feclings. they can do so verbally, just like they
do nonverbally through their masking behaviors. As we all know, we gan keep a secret if we peally want to do so.

After working with self-report measures for over three decades, I am no longer amazed at how much people
are quite willing to disclose abou their feelings if you ask them in a confidential way in which their anonymity is
assured. Many people very much gniov compieting self-report questionnaires, and need no particular inducement
to do so. While some people will give bogus responses or flatly refuse to participate, they are the comparatively
rare exceptions. ‘ _

Since seif-report methods are reiatively inexpensive to employ, usually produce valid data, and are now
available for the assessment of many affective concerns, it is no wonder that a large portion of affective assessment
related to communication orientations and communication programs employs such methods. We will focus primarily
on this approach for the remainder of this paper.

Types of Affective Assessment

There are four types of affective assessment which currently are those most needed by communication
researchers and program evaluators: (1) assessment of affect toward communication, (2) assessment of affect toward
communication competence, (3) assessment of affect toward courses and teachers, and (4) assessment of affect
toward instructional programs. In the following sections we will consider cach of these in trn, and consider (1)
what needs 1o be assessed, (2) why it needs to be assessed, (3) current methods available o assess it, (4) the
reliability and validity of those methods, and (5) the limitations of those methods.

Affect Toward Communication
One of the things that a communication course should promote is a positive value (or affect) ff’f
communication. While there arc few one-to-one relationships, the way people feel about communication wi

generally govem their communication behavior, Peopie with positive affect toward communication are more likely
10 take communication sefiousty, try to leam more about it, and try to be effective communicators. It is reasonable
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to expect. therefore, that taking formal inszuction in communication should increase a student's positive affect for
communication, of at the very least, not lower that affect. _
Two aspects of affect toward communication have received considerable amention in the field:
communication apprehension and willingness to communicate.

ommunication Apprehensi

While the field has long been concerned with stage fright related to public speaking (Clevenger, 1959), as
the ficid came to include concerns with communication semings and contexts beyond public speaking, it became clear
that fear and anxiety about communicating with others was not restricted to a singie setting or context (McCroskey,
1970, 1977, 1984a). Communication apprehension, the fear or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated
communication with others, has become a topic of major concern in the field and one tha is difficult to ignore if
one is interested in the impact of students’ personalities on their communication behavior (Daly & McCroskey, 1984).

The most commonly used instrument. to assess communication apprehension is the Personal Report of
Communication Apprehension (PRCA-24: McCroskey, 1993). This instrument is provided, along with scoring
instructions. in Figure 1. The PRCA-24 has high internal reliability (generally above .90) and test-retest reliability
for onc year above .80, for two years above .70, and for three years above .60 (Rubin & Graham, 1988; Rubin,
Graham, & Mignerey, 1990). The case for the validity of the instrument is strong (McCroskey, 1978; McCroskey,

Beatty, Kearney, & Plax, 1985),

While communication apprehension and willingness to communicate are related to each other, they are very

different constructs and are represented by very different assessment instuments. While communication
apprehension is a pure affective orientation, willingness to communicate is presumed to represent an affective-based
predisposition toward behavior. That is, it represems a person’s willingness to jnitiate communication when given
the free choice of doing so or refraining from doing so.

Willingness to communicate may be assessed by the Willingness to Communicate Scale (WTC: McCroskey
& Richmond, 1987). The instrument is provided, along with scoring instructions, in Figure 2. The instrument has
high internal reliability (gencrally above .90) and a test-retest reiiability zbout .80 (McCroskey, 1992). The
instrument also has good content, construct, and predictive validity (McCroskey, 1992).

Both of these assessment tools are designed for assessment of individual differences among swdents.
However, they can also be used to identify changes of orientations for groups of susdents exposed to individual
classes or a full instructional program. While the measures are both reliable and valid under most circumstances.
it is important to remember that these are seif-report instruments which are transparent in their wording and, as a
result. are open to self-serving or dishonest responses if the individual compieting them is not motivated to be honest
and self-disclosing. For example, if the respondent thinks he/she will be more likely to get a job if he/she is seen
as feariess and highly willing to communicate, it would be expected that the respondent's scores would reflect these
onentations.

ffect Toward nication Co.

There has been some controversy over the reiationship between communication competence and
communication behavior. Some argue that the level of a person’s communication competence is the primary reason
people choose to communicate or avoid communication. Others see communication apprehension as a more
important varizble. This disagreement appears to be based on different definitions of communication competence—-
whether it is defined as the individvals actual cognitive and behavioral skills or it is defined as the person’s
perception of those skills. When the latter definition is agresd upon, there is jittle question but what communication
competence is highly predictive of one's willingness 1o communicate. Choosing to communicate or not is like many
other choices people make every day: if we feel we arc not competent to do something, we are highly likely 10
avoid doing it. _

Viewed in this light, one's affective orientation toward one's communication competence is seen as onc of
the driving forces in peopic’s willingness to communicate. People's views of their own competence, in
communication or any other behavior. do not aiways square with externally perceived reality. Most of us know
Peaple who consider themseives competent communicators who we wish would avoid communicating with us! There
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are also many people with low self-esteem who have negative affect toward their communicarion competence who
we sec as being from moderately to highly competent. Regardless of external perceivers’ views, one’s own self-
perception is what will guide one's decisions in the matter. ’

It is important, then, that people have a realistic perception of their own communication competence.
Achieving this may even be a key goal of instruction in communication. Identifying individuals with distorted views
of their competence may be an important aspect of selection of instructional oprions for students.

There are many self-report instruments available which Purport to assess an individual's communicative
competence. However, most of these are based on their creator's definition of what constitutes said competence, and

do not ask the respondent to address the issue of their own competence directly. While these measures may or may
not tap into “real” competence, which is their fundamental validity test, they do not provide a measure of the
respondent’s affective view of their own com _

As a result of the above, the Self-Repornt of Communication Competence (SPCC: McCroskey & McCroskey,
1988) was developed. This instrument and its scoring procedure are presented in Figure 3. This instument asks
respondents to directly assess their own competence in a dozen combinations of receiver and context on a 0100
scale, much likethegndingscalecomoujy usged in schools.

- The obtained intemal reliabilities for the total score on this instrument have been consistently high (above

-90), and most of the sub-score reliabilities have been found to be satisfactory (except for the dyadic dimension), in
the ,70-.89 range for the most part (McCroskey & McCroskey, 1988; Richmond. McCroskey, & McCroskey, 1989),
The only test-retest reliability obtained to date was 80 overa }4 week period. The instrument also has good content
and construct validity based on the available data.

ltisimponanlmsn'essthatthisinstmmemdoesnotpurpontobeavalidmcasme of a person's true
competence a5 a communicator. Its validity for this purpose remains untested. but is not presumed 1o be high. It was
designed to be an assessment of one's affect toward their competence, and it appears 10 be a valid measure if used

for thar purpose,

Affect Toward Courses and Teachers '
assessment of individual self-perceptions and

While the two previous sections were directed toward
orientations whit:h.inaggregateform.canalsobeuseincnurseorpmgrmnmessmmt.inthissectionwemto
theass:ssmentofaffectrd_a:edmmmandmachmdi:uﬂy. Because of our work at West Virginia University
relating to the role of communication in instraction generally, we have had a continuing interest in the assessment
of affect in the instructional process which couid be applied to any classroom or other instructional environment,
The methods we have developed should be usefui to both researchers and program evaluators.

packages. mucm(l)affmttowudmewher(ormcﬁing team), (2) affect toward the content of the course,
and (3) affect toward the behaviors recommended in the course. While we presume thess affective orientations are
intcrrelated, we see cach as independently important. For example, affect toward the teacher may be an important
aspect of student motivation and teacher evaluation, but affect toward the content in the course and the behaviors
recommended in the course have much more sociai significance for the assessment of the value of the course to the

curricuium,

recommended. These six assessments may be combined for one gensral affect scors, combined into two scores
(distinguishing between attitude and behavioral intent), into three scores (distinguishing between the teacher, the
content, and the behaviors recommended), or examined individually.

The Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument (IAAI) is presented along with its scoring system in Figure
4. The bipolar scale sysiem employed evoived from research I conducted in the mid-1960s which was directed
toward the development of a widely usables measure of anituge (McCroskey & Richmond, 1989). It was determined,
through swdies invalving 154 topics and 40 bipolar scales. that certain scales were useable across many topics while
others were usable across many diffarent topics. Different categories of bipoiar items were found to group together
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for beliefs, attitudes. and behavioral dispositions. This information fed to the development of several instruments
for measuring attinude change, the Generalized Immediacy Scale (Andersen. 1979), and various versions of the IAAL
(Andersen, 1979; Christophel, 1990; Frymier, 1994; Kearney & McCroskey, 1980; McCroskey, Richmond, Plax, &
Keamney, 1985; Piax, Kearney, McCroskey, & Richmond., 1986; Richmond. 1990; Scott & Wheeless, 1977).

Portions of the instrument have been used in many inswructionaly oriented dissertations and other research
projects over the past two decades, as well as being used in a deparmental instructional assessment program
(discussed below). The internaj reliability of the instument has proven to be exceptionally high. The six base scores
have generally produced apha refiabilities above .90; when combined into two- or thres-score combinations around
.95; and for a singie total score well above .95, Factor analysis has indicated that while the scores form a single
factor, forced two-, three-, and six-factor solutions usually are consistent with expectations based on the theoretical
combinations discussed above. The content or facs validity of the measure is high, and the predictive validity drawn
from the research using itisexcepn'ouallygood. .

While use of this instrument as a basis for assessment of teacher or course quality is quite appropriare, it
should be recognized that this is a fairly general evaluative too). It does what it was designed to do, assess affect.
It does not assess the causes or effects of thar affect. A thorough assessment program will need to include other
tools to supplement this generai one. .

t Instryctional
Program reviews are now routine events in most academic institutions. The "accountability” movement has
accomplished what good educational practice should have accomplished many years previously—it has forced
mdwﬁcmimwmﬁdedmmummmmmmmmgmmmeymfm What this has done
iﬂﬂmﬂkﬁmm}’“ﬂiﬂlwmthattheﬁpmgrm(s)mjmtnmugoodas:heyshnuldbe.mdmnymhcrunirsawm
that their programs are more effective than they thought. Most importantly, this movement has enabled most

While some communication programs have no explicit affective objectives, most have such objectives ar
least at the implicit level, hmanymesduseaﬁecﬁveobjecﬁmmat!mtasimpommasmﬂmmore
commonly explicit cognitive and psychomotor (or performance) objectives. Since the lsutar types are more
commonly shared with the students in the program, they are more likely to be explicit. Although affective objectives
are often known byprosmmadminimmandfacnuy. they are not commonly provided 1o the students, nor are the
students routinely tested b see if those objectives are met. Attainment of cognitive and performance objectives are
usually used 10 measure studen: achievement, attainment of affective objectives are more commonly used to measure
course and/or program achievement.

University administrators today are concerned with producing “satisfied customers™ as well as graduates,
Hence smdent and alumni attitudes are now recognized as important in and of themseives. Administrators expect
that majors/graduates in a program should have positive affect toward the content of that program, the faculty of thar
program, and the behaviors taught in that program. They see students/alumni as individuals with vainable input 10
identify the strengths and weaknesses of programs.

Fortnately, the same type of assessment instrument we noted previously as useful for assessing individual
courses and instructors can be employed in program assessment. Figure 5 presents the program assessment version
of the JAAI which we have used successfully and currently empioy. As will be noted by comparison of Figure §
with Figure 4, the IAAI needs very little modification for these two different purposes.

It has been our experience that the aipha reliabilities for- this version of the [AAI are just as good as they
are for the individual course/instructor version. Again, the face validity of the instrument is very high.
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As I noted previously, use of purely quantitative measures for affective assessment is somewhat limiting,
Some more open-ended, qualitative assessments often are useful supplements to the quantitative data. Some of the
open-end questons we have used include: :

I (would / would not) recommend this program to others.
Please discuss your response:
The program offers to persons pursuing a
degree in Communication Studies (please elaborats):
The program needs to consider changing /revising the foliowing
(please ciaborate): o '
The most positive aspect of the program is (please eiaborate):
I believe that the program (has helped/will help) prepare me for the career position I desire, YES NO
(please explain your answer)

Anzalysis and interpretation of the responses to questions such as those above can be quite difficult. One
does not have nice, neat numbers such as are provided by the formal self-report scales. Rather. the assessor must
read the responses carsfully to gain 2 broad perspective of how students are responding. One must be particuiarly
careful not to over-react to a few extremely positive or extremely negative respondents.  While a small number of
extreme respondents are covered by the large majority of more moderated respondents in quantitative dara, the
unskilled (or biased) assessor is much more likely to fall prey to considering the exteme or unusuai response 1o be
more worthy of note than the common, but not colorful, responses of the majority.

Conclusion

~ Assessment of affect must hoid a central position in any well-developed assessment program--whether that
program is directed toward assessment of smudent needs and achievements, assessment of course or teacher quality,
or assessment of program quality or outcomes. While some teachers and administrators see the goals of courses and
programs to be exclusively cognitive and/or performance centered, affect is not only imponant in itself, it also is a
critical factor in the achievement of the other goals as well. It is very difficuit to learn (cognitively) or do (perform)
what one does not like (affectively).

It is not only courses with "appreciation” in their title that must teach "appreciation.” Developing an
appreciation for communication is developing positive affect, a positive value for communication. It should be
expected that stdents who complete our classes and our programs will have heightened positive affect toward
communication~they will be more willing to communicate, less apprehensive about communicating, and perceive
themseives to be more competent communicators. We shouid also expect them to have heightened positive affect
toward the courses and programs they have taken—to value the content they smdied, 10 recognize the worth of the
behaviors learned, and to appreciate the faculty who taught them. To know whether these noble objectives are being

met, we must assess the students’ affect,
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FIGURE 3
SELF-PERCEIVED COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE SCALE

DIRECTIONS: Below are tweive situations in which a person might need to comunicate. People'§ abili-!ics 0
communicate cffectively vary a lot, and sometimes the same person is more competent 10 communicate in one
situation than .in another. Please estimats how competent you beiieve you are to communicate in each of the
sitwations described below. Indicate in the space at the lef of each item how competent you estimate you are.
Presume 0 = completely incompetent and 100 = complietely competent. Choose any numbers berween 0 and 100

to estimate your level of competence,

. Present a talk 1o a group of strangers.
2. Talk with an acquaintance,
3. Talk in a large meeting of friends.
4. Talk in a small group of strangers.
5. Talk with a friend,
6. Talk in 2 large meeting of acquaintances.
7. Talk with a stranger.
8. Present a talk 10 a group of friends.
9. Talk in 2 small group of acquaintances.
10. Talk in a large meeting of strangers.
11. Talk in a small group of friends.
12. Present a talk to a group of acquaintances,

Scoring: The SPCC permits computation of one total score and seven subscores. The range for all scores is 0-100.
Foliow the procedures outlined below. :

1. Public speaking—add the scores for jtems 1, 8, & 12; divide the sum by 3. Scores above 86 = high SPCC,

scores below 51 = low SPCC for this context. _
2 Meztings—add the scores for items 3, 6, & 10: divide the sum by 3. Scores above 85 = high SPCC, scores

below 5! = low SPCC for this context.
3. Group discussion—add the scores for items 4, 9, & 11; divide the sum by 3, Scores above 90 = high SPCC,

scores below 61 = jow SPCC for this context. .
4, lnta'pmonal—!ddthemforitemsz,s.&T:dividcthembyB.Scomsabove93-thhSPCC.

scores below 68 = low SPCC for this context. .
5. Stranger—add the scores for items 1, 4, 7, & 10: divide the sum by 4. Scores above 79 = high SPCC,

scores below 31 = low SPCC for these receivers.
6. Acguaintance--add the scores for items 2, 6, 9, & 12; divide the sum by 4. Scores above 92 = high SPCC,

scores below 62 = low SPCC for these receivers.
1. Friend—add the scores for items 3, 5, 8, & 11: divide the sum by 4. Scores above 99 = high SPCC, scores

below 76 = low SPCC for these receivers.

To compute the total score for the SPCC, add the totals for stranger. friend, and acquaintance, then divide by 3.
Scores above 87 = high SPCC, scores below 59 = jow SPCC.

K7 .



FIGURE 4
INSTRUCTIONAL AFFECT ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (COURSE FORM)

DIRECTIONS: Using the following scales, please evaluate this class. Please circle the number for sach itern which
best represents your feclings.

A. My atitude about the content in this ciass is:

1. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad

2. Worthless I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Vajuable

3. Fair ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfair

4, Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive
B. My attitude about the behaviors mcommendéd in this class is:

5. Good ] 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad

6. Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Valuable

7. Fair ] 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfair

8. Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive
C. My attitude about the instructor in this class is:

9. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad

10. Worthless | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yaiuable

11. Fair | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfair

12. Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive
D. My likelihood of actually anempting to engage in the behaviors recommended in this class is:

13. Likely I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unlikely

14. Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible

13. Probabie 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 Improbabie

16. Would Not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would

E. My likelihood of actually enrolling in another class with similar content, if T had the choice and if my schedule
permitted: (If you are graduating, assume you would still be here.)

17. Likely 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 Unlikely
18. Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible
19. Probable ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 Improbable
20. Would Not i 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would

F. The likelihood of my taking another course with this teacher, if I had a choice, is: (If you are graduating, assume
you would still be here.)

2], Likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unlikely
22. Impossible l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible
23. Probable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Improbable
24. Would Not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would
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