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proximately $7,000 and anticipate increased
earnings of over $100,000. These comparisons
make decisions as to investment alternatives
somewhat more objective.

Costs revealed in these studies bring about
a vivid demand of each student to be present,
prepared, and alert for each class presentation
in order to receive the maximum value on the
investment he makes for each class period. When
students actuslly recognize the amount invested,
they are not so prone to “hope the prof. doesn’t
show”.

Instructors also must recognize the sizeable
investment made by a class of perhaps 30 stu-
dents. The outlay is approximately $1.50 for each
minute of the class period when considering the

cumulative expenditures for all students in the
class. When an instructor compares these costs
to a subjective evaluation of his class presenta-
tion, several items come under consideration.
Some of these might be the following! Is the pur-
pose of this presentation well defined? How rel-
evant are specific points to this purpose? How
much time will be used for stories which are un-
related to the subject matter? Is my presentation
so organized that little or no time is wasted in
getting materials, demonstrations or data before
the class?

It seems at times there is sufficient evi-
dence to justify students making the statement,
“that class wasn't worth the cost!” Instruction-
al staff members have a responsibility to ex-
amine the content of materials offered and the
time required in presenting these materials.

RELATIONSHIP OF PROFESSORS
and UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

in a Teaching Situation

F. E. Beckett®

What should be the relationship between a
teacher and student in a teaching-learning situa-
tion? Should it be that of master-slave. benefac-
tor-supplicant, autocrat-subject, elected official-
elector. governor-governed, operator-machine,
parent-child. or some other? Should there be a
formal code of ethics that governs the behavior of
the professor toward his undergraduate students?

Each teacher has a philosophy that governs
his behavior toward his students, although he
may not be able to put it into words. This phi-
losophy may be the result of careful thinking and
study or it may have “just grown”.

This article is chiefly a review of the think-
ing of others on this subject of professor-student
relationships.

The National Education Association covers
the teacher-student relationship in their code of
ethics (1), the pertinent portion of which is quoted
below:

*The author is professor and head of the Depart-
ment of Agricultural Engineering at Louisiana Poly-
technic Institute.
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PRINCIPLE I
Commitment to the Student

We measure success of the progress of
each student toward achievement of his max-
imum potential. We therefore work to stim-
ulate the spirit of inquiry, the acquisition of
knowledge and understanding, and the thought-
ful formulation of worthy goals. We recog-
nize the importance of cooperative relation-
ships with other community institutions. es-
pecially the home.

In fulfilling our obligations to the stu-
dent, we—

1. lgeal justly and considerately with each stu-

ent.

2. Encourage the student to study varying
points of view and respect his right to form
his own judgment.

3. Withhold confidential information about a

student or his home unless we deem that

its release serves professional purposes,
benefits the student, or is required by law.

Make discreet use of available information

about the student.

Conduct conferences with or concerning stu-

dents in an appropriate place and manner.

Refrain from commenting unprofessionally

about a student or his home.

Avoid exploiting our professional relation-

ship with any student.

U

Eighty-Five



8. Tutor only in accordance with officially ap-
proved policies.

9. Inform appropriate individuals and agencies
of the student’s educational needs and assist
in providing an understanding of his educa-
tional experiences.

10. Seek constantly to improve learning facilities
and opportunities.

Although this statement of principles is not
specifically designed for college level students.
it appears that most of it is valid for the professor-
college student situation. However, the state-
ment. “We measure success by the progress of
each student toward achievement of his maximum
potential.” does not appear to be valid in the
college situation if grades assigned to a given
student are indicative of his success. Presumably,
in college, success is measured on an absolute
scale not related to the “potential” of the student.
There are doubtless some tenets not covered in
the NEA statement that should be formulated
for the professor-student relationship.

What rights and duties should the student
have in the determination of course content?
What rights should a student have when accused
of wrong-doing such as cheating in the classroom?
What rights of inquiry should there be for stu-
dents? How much “academic freedom” should a
student have? Monypenny (2) in reporting the
work of a committee of the American Association
of University Professors said,

“There are some logical implications of
the term ‘academic freedom’ which have not
been explored at all, or by omission have been
denied. The community of scholars which is
postulated is under the control of the senior
scholars, (that is) the faculty, and the admin-
istrators. and the students come to study what
these people are willing to teach. In this con-
text. student academic freedom does not mean
student control of the content of instruction,
the standard of instruction, the selection of
staff, or the direction of institutional develop-
ment. On the other hand. there is an advan-
tage in consulting about these matters. By
their selection of teachers, courses. and curri-
culum, students do help shape the future of
the institutions they attend.”

It is probably true ihat few student groups
are consulted relative to making school policies.
There is, however, a current trend toward some
form of student evaluation of teachers.

A situation not met too frequently is men-
tioned by Monypenny (2) in the following state-
ment:

We do assert that students should not
suffer penalties for the expression of their own
viewpoint, nor for refusing to accept the as-
sumptions of their instructors, nor for going
beyond the classroom assignment for material
to make an argument or test an assertion. They
can properly be held to account for knowing
the official viewpoint of the classroom. the
particular selection of data which is there of-
fered, and the necessary logical consequences
of that viewpoint and those data. But knowing
or asserting other or more 1is certainly
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not to be penalized. If it is, student academic
freedom suffers and academic freedom does
not exist.

If students are to become mature, dissent
probably should be encouraged to a degree. It
must not, however, monopolize class time to the
extent that it disrupts instruction. When lead-
ing discussions. the teacher should always be
courteous, and should neither completely squelch
the most vocal. nor discourage the timid.

The National Council for Social Studies, an
NEA department, touched on the idea of student
dignity in an article. “Essentials of Freedom to
Learn and Freedom to Teach™” (3) when it said.
“Freedom to learn implies: The right of students
to study and discuss all sides of the issue in an
atmosphere where there can be a give and take
idea or ideas without loss of personal dignity.”

The student is, in a sense. usually at the
mercy of the teacher. This is expressed bv Mony-
penny (2) in this statement:

The difficulty is that students are essen-
tially in a position of dependence, subject to
the authority of the institution from
which they hope to receive their degrees. sub-
ject to the authority of their teachers whose
periodic grading and whose later recommenda-
tions to possible employers and sources of as-
sistance for further study determine whether
they will achieve the aims which they seek
through higher education. There is no way of
eliminating that dependence: the certificate of
various educational authorities is the necessary
condition for the fulfillment of many of their
personal goals.

In another statement Monypenny asserts (2):

In all decisions about student life. how-
ever, we are in the standard position of a par-
ent dealing with a young adult: we wish to
provide some protection against the possible
consequences of independent action. while still
providing conditions which encourage the exer-
cise of independent judgment.

The parent-child concept in this matter of
teacher-student relationships means an active in-
terest in the welfare of the young even when
this is inconvenient to the teacher.

The American Civil Liberties Union express-
ed the following opinions in one article (4):

Regulations governing the behavior of stu-

dents should be fully and clearly formulated.
published. and made available to the whole
academic community. They should be reason-
able and realistic. Over elaborate rules that
seek to govern student conduct in every detail
tend either to be respected in the breach or to
hinder development of mature attitudes. As a
rule, specific definitions are preferable to such
general criteria as “Conduct unbecoming to a
student” or ‘“against the best interests of the
institution” which allow for a wide latitude of
interpretation.

But since a student expelled for cheating
may find it difficult or impossible to continue
his academic career, he should be protected by
every procedural safeguard. This is particular-
ly necessary since the courts have rarely grant-
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ed the student legal review or redress: they
have assumed that the academic institution it-
self is in the best position to judge culpability.
This places the college in the unique position
of being prosecutor and judge and having at
the same time the moral obligation to serve as
a trustee of the student’s welfare.”

I found nothing in the literature pertaining
to the professor-student relationship on grading
disputes. Throughout my teaching career, I have
developed a philosophy of teaching that includes
certain convictions on grading. My philosophy
embraces the following points.

1. T shall treat students with the same re-
spect that I treat my professional col-
leagues.

2. I shall have a definite procedure for use
ip determining students’ grades and shall
inform the students of this procedure at
the first class meeting or as shortly
thereafter as feasible.

3. If there is a reasonable doubt on any

The Growing

After four years of doing without schooling,
Negro junior high students in Virginia's Prince
Edward County returned to class in September
1963. In the course of the next 18 months. the
average IQ of those children rose 18 points. In
St. Louis. a cultural enrichment program in slum
schools raised the pupils’ average 1Q by 11.5
points in four years.

Parents of these children were understand-
ably proud that their kids had shown progress.
Yet, they were puzzled too. Like most people,
they were under the impression that an IQ is a
measure of an inherent trait called intelligence,
and that it never varies; that it is either a badge
or a blemish to be worn indelibly for all time. As
it happens, those notions are largely myths that
for years have caused parents needless concern.

“Gumption Quotient”. First of all. as the re-
sults in Prince Edward County and St. Louis
showed. intelligence test scores do vary. But
more to the point is the fact that IQ tests measure
not intelligence but what the experts call the
“learned responses” of an individual to a series of
questions or problems. Thus, IQ serves chiefly to
give teachers some idea of a youngster’s ability to
do academic work. Even here, many teachers
make the mistake of using 1Q to predict a child’s
future achievements.

Educators’ files are filled with records of
kids who excelled in IQ tests but who failed to
live up to expectations. “A child may score in the
140s and yet be too darned lazy to read a book or
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point of grading the student shall be giv-
en the benefit of the doubt.

For your serious thought and quiet contem-
plation. I pose the following questions: Should
NACTA formulate a complete code of ethics state-
ment that would cover professor-student relation-
ships? Is one needed?
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Unimportance of

Qs

do any of the tough ground work. and he’ll fail
at school.!” says the National Merit Scholar-
ship Corporation’s John Stalnaker. “Another kid
may score much lower in the tests but by sheer
devotion to his work, he’ll succeed.”

The standard IQ tests, agrees Charles O. Rud-
dy. associate superintendent of schools in Boston,
give no clue to a student’s gumption quotient.
Moreover. it is not uncommon to find an error of
ten points or more in many IQ scores. For ex-
ample, a child with 120 may not necessarily be
brighter than one with 110 or dumber than one
with 130. (The commonly accepted minimum IQ
rating for “genius’: 140.)

Nowadays, the classic Stanford-Binet and
the Wechsler-Bellevue 1Q tests are given only
when educators need to pinpoint the mental abili-
ty of someone who seems unusually gifted or re-
tarded and so needs special guidance. They must
be administered by an expert and require a ses-
sion of one hour for each student. Much more
common are group intelligence tests (experts pre-
fer to call them “secholastic aptitude” tests) such as
the Otis Mental Ability test. which comes in an
all-picture version for grades 1 to 4 and with
multiple choice questions for Grades 4 to 9.

Beehives & Birds’ Nests. Most of the tests are
designed to gauge four abilities: verbal (“Which
word means the opposite of sad?”); numerical
(“One number is wrong in the following series:
16263 6465 67 6. What should it be?”): space
conceptualization (“Which of the five following
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