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Introduction
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Validation of Protocol
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4. What final grade do you expect to receive in this course? F D- D D+ cC C+ B- B B+ A- A A+

Elements of Our Protocol

Future Directions
* Five courses in our research study for the current term
 National, 20-course study, supplemented by faculty surveys and faculty interviews.

nce a week)
once/week)

5. Very often

Section 1
» Construct of productive engagement (Chasteen, 2014)
* Participation — Active engagement vs. student resistance (alpha=0.71)
(Weimer, 2013)
* Value of investment (alpha=0.74)
» Emotional engagement (alpha=0.84)

(5-10 times/semester)

4. Often
(

(1-5 times/semester)

3. Sometimes

2. Seldom
(more th
1. Much less

5. For each of the following things, please indicate how often you did each thing
in this course and how often you would like to do each in your ideal course.

1. Never

a. Listen to the instructor lecture during class.

b. Brainstorm different possible solutions to a given problem.

didyou ......
like to ......

c. Find additional information not provided by the instructor to complete assignments.

d. Work in assigned groups to complete homework or other projects.

e. Make individual presentations to the class.
f. Be graded on my class participation.
g. Study course content with classmates outside of class.

h. Assume responsibility for learning material on my own.
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m. Preview concepts before class by reading, watching videos, etc.

In your ideal course, how often would you

n. Solve problems in a group during class.

0. Solve problems individually during class.

p- Answer questions posed by the instructor during class.
q. Ask the instructor questions during class.

r. Take initiative for identifying what I need to know.

Section 2
* Approaches to reducing student resistance (alpha=0.76) (Bacon et al., 1999; Van T ————

u. Do hands-on group activities during class.

Barneveld & Strobel, 2011; Yadav et al., 2011) .
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Section 3
» Pedagogical Expectancy Violation Assessment (PEVA) - Students’ expectancies :

about course experiences (Gaffney et al., 2010)
* Interactive or dialoguing, Constructive or generating, Active or selecting, and Begt’”””}g O . ,T"¥0 :"ee )5 . (End of term)

: _ - . erm INTO term

Passive or receiving (ICAP) Model Framework (Chi, 2009)

¢ Measures bOth aCtual and |dea| course experienceS (alphaS>O71 ) This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under DUE
Awards #1347417, 1347482, 1347580, and 1347718. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or

recommendations expressed are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of

the NSF.
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